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Letters of Intent to Study 

March 28, 2008 NDOT letter to list of 
recipients attached to letter 

Notice of intent to study, request for comments, and 
agency scoping meeting invite 

March 31, 2008 EPA letter to FHWA Response to Federal Register Notice requesting 
comments, and acceptance to serve as participating 
agency, and scoping comments 

April 8, 2008 FEMA letter to NDOT Response to Letter of Intent to Study, and comments 
April 16, 2008 Agency Scoping 
Meeting Minutes 

Meeting Minutes  

April 24, 2008 Nevada Department of 
Wildlife letter to NDOT 

Response to Letter of Intent to Study, and comments 

April 29, 2008 Nevada Department of 
Administration letter to NDOT 

Stating that the Division of State Lands and State 
Historic Preservation Office support the Pyramid 
Highway/US 395 Connector project document, per EO 
12372 

Cooperating Agency/Participating Agency/Agency Scoping/ 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to BIA Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to BLM Invite for participating agency, cooperating agency, 
agency scoping meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to EPA Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to FEMA Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to USACE Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Nevada Fish and 
Wildlife Office 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 4, 2008, NDOT letter to Nevada 
Department of Wildlife 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 4, 2008, NDOT letter to SHPO Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 4, 2008, NDOT letter to 
Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 4, 2008, NDOT letter to City of 
Reno, Mayor 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 
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County Commission 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 4, 2008, NDOT letter to City of 
Sparks Mayor 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 8, 2008 BLM letter to FHWA Accept invitation to serve as cooperating agency. 
April 14, 2008 RSIC email to FHWA Accept invitation to serve as participating agency. 
April 18, 2008 City of Reno Letter to 
NDOT 

Request to serve as participating agency. 

April 18, 2008 Washoe County 
Department of Public Works letter to 
RTC 

Accept invitation to serve as participating agency. 

April 21, 2008 City of Sparks letter to 
Steven Cooke 

Accept invitation to serve as participating agency. 

April 25, 2008 USFWS letter to FHWA Decline to serve as participating agency, and reiterated 
comments made at agency scoping meeting on April 
16, 2008. 

April 30, 2008 EPA letter to FHWA Accept invitation to serve as participating agency 
August 28, 2008, RTC letter to City of 
Sparks Public Works 

Clarifying NDOT April 1. 2008 letter regarding role in 
milestone and document reviews 

August 28, 2008, RTC letter to 
Washoe County Planning 

Clarifying NDOT April 1. 2008 letter regarding role in 
milestone and document reviews 

August 28, 2008, RTC letter to City of 
Reno Planning 

Clarifying NDOT April 1. 2008 letter regarding role in 
milestone and document reviews 

September 4, 2008 EPA letter to 
FHWA 

Comments on purpose and need, screening 
methodology, and range of alternatives. 

September 9, 2008 City of Reno letter 
to RTC 

Accept invitation to serve as participating agency and 
comments on purpose and need, alternatives 
screening, and range of alternatives. 

March 29, 2012 FHWA letter to BIA Invitation to serve as a cooperating agency 
March 29, 2012 FHWA letter to Reno-
Sparks Indian Colony 

Invitation to serve as a cooperating agency 

May 1, 2012 BIA letter to FHWA Accept invitation to serve as a cooperating agency 
July 9, 2012 Reno-Sparks Indian 
Colony letter to FHWA 

Accept invitation to serve as a cooperating agency 

Section 106 

Draft Programmatic Agreement Draft in-progress Programmatic Agreement for meeting 
Section 106 requirements 

June 19, 2013 FHWA letter to ACHP Invitation to participate in Section 106 process and 
Programmatic Agreement 
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July 26, 2013 ACHP letter to FHWA Decline participation in Section 106 process. Noted 

requirement to file final Programmatic Agreement and 
supporting documentation with ACHP at conclusion of 
consultation process.  

Tribal Coordination 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to Pyramid 
Lake Paiute Tribe 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to RSIC Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

April 1, 2008, FHWA letter to Washoe 
Tribe of Nevada and California 

Invite for participating agency, agency scoping 
meeting, and TAC participation 

February 12, 2009 Form from Pyramid 
Lake Paiute Tribe to FHWA 

Completed response form. 

January 19, 2010 meeting with RSIC Discuss the tribe’s concerns, study alternatives, EIS 
process, Section 106 status, RSIC’s plans for parcel.  

June 17, 2011 meeting with RSIC Project overview and background, EIS alternatives, 
effects to RSIC property near Eagle Canyon, 
economic, noise, traffic increases, opportunity for 
project public art or landscape theme. 

December 9, 2011 meeting with RSIC Project update and overview, Section 106 update, EIS 
alternatives, BIA contact, effects to RSIC parcel. 

January 31, 2012 meeting with RSIC Project status update, right-of-way issues, BIA 
involvement, economic development 

April 26, 2012 meeting with RSIC Project status update, further discussion of right-of-way 
issues, BIA involvement, economic development 

December 28, 2012 Memo from FHWA to RSIC and BIA –summary of 
potential impacts to the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
Property (includes email transmittal from Jacobs) 

March 29, 2013 RSIC letter to RTC Comments on January 2013 Administrative Draft EIS. 
March 29, 2013 BIA letter to RTC Comments on January 2013 Administrative Draft EIS. 
June 19, 2013 FHWA letter to RSIC 
copied to BIA 

Response to comments on January 2013 
Administrative Draft EIS.  

Consulting Party Correspondence 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe Chairman 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Tribal Council Chairman, Washoe 
Tribe of Nevada and California 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 
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February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
Chairperson 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
SHPO 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to CLG-
Contact, City of Reno, Nevada 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Community Development Director, 
City of Sparks, Nevada 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Director, County of Washoe 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Center for Basque Studies, University 
of Nevada 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Nevada Humanities-Reno Office 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Nevada State Museum 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Historic Reno Preservation Society 
(HRPS) 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Sparks Heritage Museum 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
Desert Research Institute 

Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to BLM Invite to serve as Section 106 consulting party 

SHPO Correspondence 

February 5, 2009 FHWA letter to 
SHPO 

Invite to serve as historic consulting party 

May 18, 2011 FHWA letter to SHPO Request for concurrence on APE 
September 8, 2011 FHWA letter to 
SHPO 

Additional information and request for APE 
concurrence. 

October 11, 2011 SHPO letter to 
FHWA 

Concurrence with APE as described in FHWA’s 
September 8, 2011 letter 

February 28, 2012 FHWA letter to 
SHPO 

Request for concurrence on findings of eligibility for 
architectural resources and attachments. 

March 28, 2012 SHPO letter to FHWA Request additional information regarding findings of 
eligibility. 
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August 3, 2012 FHWA letter to SHPO Provide additional information requested by SHPO to 

concur with findings of eligibility. 
August 31, 2012 SHPO letter to 
FHWA 

Concurrence on eligibility determinations for certain 
resources, recommend Old Pyramid Highway 
Alignment as Unevaluated, and questions about 
effects and APE.  

November 29, 2012 FHWA email to 
SHPO 

Request for concurrence on Old Pyramid Highway 
NRHP eligibility determination.  

December 3, 2012 SHPO email to 
FHWA 

Request additional information for Old Pyramid 
Highway 

March 7, 2013 FHWA letter to SHPO Letter providing additional information for Old Pyramid 
Highway and request for SHPO concurrence on 
eligibility determination.  

April 3, 2013 SHPO letter to FHWA Concurrence on eligibility determination for Old 
Pyramid Highway, with the August 31, 2012 SHPO 
letter to FHWA as an attachment. 

Wildlife Agency Correspondence 

November 3, 2008 NDOT letter to 
Natural Heritage Program 

Species List request 

November 3, 2008 NDOT letter to US 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Request for Threatened and endangered species list 
and qualitative information and references for species 
within or adjacent to project area. 

November 18, 2008 USFWS letter to 
NDOT 

species information 

October 4, 2011, USFWS email to 
Jacobs 

species list update 

November 17, 2011, USFWS letter to 
Jacobs 

Carson wandering skipper 

December 8, 2011 Nevada Dept. of 
Wildlife letter to Jacobs 

for wildlife resources information 

January 21, 2009 Nevada Natural 
Heritage Program letter to NDOT 

Information for endangered, threatened, candidate, 
and/or risk plant and animal taxa. 

Parks and Recreation / Section 4(f) Correspondence 

February 29, 2008 City of Sparks 
letter to BLM 

Response to BLM request for written comments on 
Notice of Realty Action to lease and convey 265 of 
public land in Washoe County—Wedekind Park 

November 12, 2008 City of Sparks 
letter to FHWA 

Joint recreation and transportation use within 
Wedekind Park 

April 9, 2009, RTC letter to BLM Sparks Justice Center and Wedekind Park 
April 22, 2009, BLM letter to RTC Wedekind Regional Park 
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August 23, 2011, Resolution of 
Support, Pyramid Highway/US 395 
Connector EIS, Washoe County 

Sun Valley Open Space (APN 035-370-01) 

October 1, 2012 RTC letter to City of 
Sparks 

Letter sent to City of Sparks in draft form regarding 
Section 4(f) uses at Wedekind Park, intent for a de 
minimis finding, and concurrence request. 

April 3, 2013 RTC letter to City of 
Sparks 

Letter to City of Sparks in final signed form regarding 
Section 4(f) uses at Wedekind Park, intent for a de 
minimis finding, and concurrence request. Includes 
City of Sparks signed concurrence dated 5/13/13.  

Technical Advisory Committee 
February 21, 2008 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: review of project goals, objectives, 

organization, and alternatives development 
April 17, 2008 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental, 

engineering, and traffic analysis activity  
July 17, 2008 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 

overview of level 1 screening process, engineering 
update 

September 18, 2008 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 
overview of level 1 screening process, and description 
of the level 2A process 

January 15, 2009 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 
level 2A screening, and travel demand and traffic 
analysis 

February 19, 2009 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity and 
level 2A screening process 

May 21, 2009 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 
alternatives development, traffic analysis, and level 2B 
screening 

July 16, 2009 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity and 
right-of-entry process 

October 15, 2009 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: alternatives development, including 
design concept review 

January 21, 2010 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 
traffic demand, level of service, alternatives 
development, and public outreach 

August 19, 2010 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity and 
alternatives development, discussion of project 
phasing 

February 17, 2011 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: update on environmental activity, 
level 3 screening, and level 3 traffic analysis 
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March 17, 2011 meeting minutes Meeting minutes: discussion of supplemental 

alternatives screening and public outreach update 
August 14, 2012 RTC Email to TAC 
Members 

Project status update. 

General 
January 19, 2012 letter from Natural 
Resources Conservation Service to 
Jacobs 

No Prime or Unique Farmlands within the study area, 
no conversation impact rating is required. 

June 27, 2013 letter from State of 
Nevada Department of Conservation 
& Natural Resources Division of Water 
Resources 

Comments about required coordination, approvals, and 
mitigation measures regarding area water rights; water 
or monitor wells or boreholes; and water used for 
construction.  
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Meeting Minutes 
 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection 
 
Purpose: Agency Scoping Meeting 
 
Date Held: April 16th, 2008 
 
Location: NDOT District II 

310 Galletti Way, Sparks NV 
 
Attendees: RTC:    Doug Maloy 
 FHWA: Abdelmoez (Del) Abdalla, Hanna Visser, Andrew 

Soderberg 
 NDOT: Steve Cooke 
 BLM:    JoAnn Hufnagle 
 Reno Sparks Indian Colony: Scott Nebesky 
 US Fish and Wildlife Service: Marcy Haworth 
 CH2M HILL:   Leslie Regos 
 Jacobs Carter Burgess.: Jim Clarke, David Dodson, Gina McAfee, Steve Oxoby 
   
 
Copies: Attendees, File 
 
 
Summary of Discussion: 
 
 
1. Introductions 

 Jim Clarke welcomed the group, thanked them for their attendance and for their participation. 
 Jim Clarke gave a brief agenda overview. 

 

2. Project Goals & Objectives 

 Jim Clarke gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation).   

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Project development timeline: 

i. Del asked about funding allocated to the project. 

1. Doug stated that about 15 million has been allocated towards this 
corridor study and to the Pyramid/McCarran intersection corridor study. 

2. Funding availability for final design and construction is unknown at this 
time, however the project is on the fiscally constrained RTP. 

 

3. Project Team Organization and Roles 

 Jim Clarke gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation).   

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Project Steering Team: 



Meeting Minutes— Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector Progress Meeting 
December 12, 2007 
page 2 

 
 

i. Del asked who exactly makes up the Project Steering Team. 

1. The PST members have yet to be finalized, but the team will be made up 
from policy-level decision makers from the RTC, NDOT, FHWA, the city 
of Reno, the city of Sparks and Washoe County. 

2. Anticipate meeting with this team at specific milestones, approximately 
three or four times during the duration of the project. 

 

4. Roles of Agencies (Participating, Cooperating) 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation).   

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Participating Agencies: 

i. Gina handout out and explained the Coordination Plan (see handout). 

ii. It is assumed the federal agencies will be participating and must decline in writing 
otherwise. 

iii. Attendance at the TAC meetings by Participating and Cooperating Agencies 
would be ideal but not mandatory. 

iv. State and local agencies must respond in writing if wishing to participate as a 
Participating Agency and do not need to respond if declining. 

v. The project team has not received responses from any of the participating 
agencies as of yet, therefore we do not know who exactly will be participating 
agencies. 

vi. Interim deliverables have a 30 day response time.  The DEIS has a 60 day 
response/comment time. 

 

 

5. Project Development Process 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation).   

 

6. Purpose and Need 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation).   

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Purpose and Need: 

i. Del asked if the Purpose and Need was discussed or presented during the public 
meeting held on 4/15/08 and were comments received. 

1. The P&N was displayed on a board, included in the PowerPoint 
presentation, and was provided to attendees as a handout with specific 
questions asked about it. 

2. Comments were collected on the questionnaire/comment sheet that was 
provided at the meeting. 

3. Steve Cooke will provide Del with the handouts and the questionnaire 
that was provided at the public meeting. 

ii. Participating agencies will be given the chance to respond formally, but informal 
comments should be forwarded to Doug Maloy. 
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iii. Steve Cooke and Andrew Soderborg asked if the 2001 Pyramid Highway 
Corridor Management Plan reflects existing traffic conditions today. 

1. The effort will be made to compare the forecasts included in the 2001 
CMP to what existing conditions are today. 

iv. Del asked if Purpose and Need there is a difference between P&N elements one 
and five. 

1. P&N item one deals with existing congestion and P&N item five deals 
with future “regional mobility” or access needs. 

2. The project team will reword these two items. 

 
7. Alternative Screening Methods 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation). 

 Gina handout out and explained the Methodology for Screening Alternatives to be used on the 
project (see handout). 

 
8. Range of Alternatives 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation). 

 Gina handout out and explained the Initial Range of Alternatives (See handout). 

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Modes: 

i. Andrew asked if pedestrian and bicycle facilities were brought up during the 
public meeting. 

1. There were no verbal comments received by the team regarding interest 
in pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the corridor. 

b. Location of east/west connection and north/south alternative to Pyramid: 

i. The location of the east/west connector and also that of a north/south alternative 
to Pyramid highway outside of the defined project area came up during the SWG 
meeting and also was a topic during the public meeting.  Is a northern east/west 
connection feasible? 

1. The entire region is studied within the RTC’s RTP process and the study 
area for this project came out of this planning process. 

2. A northern connection would likely not serve the P&N for the majority of 
the study area.  An additional EIS would likely be needed for this 
alternative. 

3. There is public involvement included within the RTC’s long range 
planning process. 

4. Necessary roadway improvements to US 395 up to the connection point 
and also the divergence between Pyramid and US 395 do not support a 
northern east/west connection. 

5. Del stated that the study area needs to be flexible in location at this point 
in the study. 

6. Hannah stated that if an alternative meets the P&N, regardless of the 
defined study area, that it must be addressed. 

7. RTC’s planning department is involved with the TAC and will help the 
project team work out this issue. 
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8. Steve Cooke stated that reasons for studying this alternative need to be 
defensible when this issue inevitably comes up again. 

ii. Andrew asked if a connection from Pyramid Highway over to US50 to the east 
was discussed during the public meeting. 

1. Steve Oxoby mentioned that this alternative is shown in the RTC’s 2040 
RTP. 

iii. Del asked how realistic is this project and stated that it has been expressed to 
him that the project is not realistic, will not be funded for construction, and its 
potential impacts should not be included in the RTC’s long range planning efforts. 

1. Doug stated that this project is included within the RTC’s long range 
planning. 

2. The Executive Director of the RTC and the Board of Directors do 
consider this a feasible project and it is included within the STIP. 

3. Funds have been allocated for the EIS effort and the RTC will be looking 
for funding for final design and construction throughout the project. 

 
9. Environmental Resources of Concern 

 Gina McAfee gave a PowerPoint presentation (See attached PowerPoint presentation). 

 Questions and comments during the presentation included: 

a. Fish and Wildlife 

i. Marcy expressed concerns in regard to the Carson Wandering Skipper (direct 
and indirect effects, including those related to induced growth) within the 
following areas: 

1. Vista Blvd. around the Kylie Ranch development, just east of the project 
study area. 

2. Winnemucca Ranch Road on BLM land west of Pyramid Highway. 

3. Other private lands within the study area. 

b. EPA 

i. Although EPA could not attend the meeting, comments it provided on the Notice 
of Intent related to air quality, Environmental Justice, and cumulative impacts. 

c. FEMA 

i. Comments received regarding the Notice of Intent. 

d. Bureau of Indian affairs: 

i. Jim Clarke to confirm if there are any tribal lands within the study area and which 
designation they are.  Danny noted that he had received an email about this and 
will forward this to Jim Clarke. 

e. BLM: 

i. All BLM lands are designated for recreation or open space.  These lands may 
have some limitations if they are proposed for transportation. 

ii. There was public concern about reserving the BLM land as open space. 

iii. This land will need to be evaluated as to its relationship to Section 4(f) 

iv. The EA that BLM prepared for the Wedekind Park land transfer included some 
language about joint development of the property for park and transportation use. 
This study team will discuss this issue in more detail with FHWA and others.   
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f. NDOT/FHWA 

i. NDOT and FHWA will forward any concerns received by the participating 
agencies to Doug or the project team. 

 
10. What do you need from us? 

 

11. What we need from you. 

 
12. Next Steps 

 Information gathered from Public Meeting: 

a. Improvements to the existing pyramid corridor and the need for a connector are needed 
and wanted. 

b. Interest in alternative modes: 

i. Bus service and improvements 

ii. Light-rail 

c. NIMBY 

d. Traffic along horse trails in the northern portion of the study area.  Pyramid Highway is a 
two lane roadway in this area. 

e. Better coordination with developers and Federal government.  Concern about ever 
increasing development. 

f. Potential impacts to US 395 with east/west connection. 

g. Location of the east/west connection. 

h. Convert McCarran into a restricted access arterial and Pyramid Highway into a freeway 
going north from the McCarran intersection.  On and off ramps should be designed to 
incorporate roundabouts or loops to avoid traffic signals. 
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Nevada Division                          In Reply Refer To:  
                           HENV-NV  
Subject:  Pyramid Highway–US 395 Connection Environmental Impact Statement             US395 
 Participating Agency Invitation  
 
Mr. Kevin Roukey, Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Reno Regulatory Field Office 
300 Booth Street, Room 2103 
Reno, NV 89509 
 
Dear Mr. Roukey: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT) and the Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), is 
initiating an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Pyramid Highway–US 395 
Connection project.  The purpose of the proposed project is to address regional mobility, 
congestion, and safety challenges faced by motorists and pedestrians that travel Pyramid 
Highway to Spanish Springs and Pyramid Lake.  The proposed study area extends 7.7 miles 
along Pyramid Highway from Queen’s Way north to Calle de la Plata Drive.  It also includes an 
area extending 4.5 miles west from Vista Boulevard to US 395 near the Parr/Dandini 
Interchange.  A map of the proposed study area is included for your review. 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been identified as an agency that may have an 
interest in the proposed project because of its jurisdictional responsibilities and special expertise 
that may be applied to this project.  With this letter, we extend your agency an invitation to 
become a participating agency with FHWA, NDOT, and RTC in the development of the EIS for 
the subject project.  This designation does not imply that your agency supports the proposed 
project.  
 
Pursuant to Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), participating agencies are responsible to identify, as early 
as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the proposed project's potential environmental or 
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a 
permit or other approval that is needed for the proposed project. We suggest that your agency's 
role in the development of the above project should include the following as they relate to your 
area of expertise: 
 

1. Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the 
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required 
in the alternatives analysis.  

 

 

705 North Plaza St. Suite 220 
Carson City, NV  89701 
 
April 1, 2008 
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2. Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
 

3. Provide timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental 
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the 
document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

 
For your review, we have included a copy of the coordination plan developed for this project.  
The coordination plan details the elements and expectations discussed in this letter, and lists the 
other agencies who have been invited to participate in this process.   
 
Please respond to me in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to be a 
participating agency by May 1, 2008.  If the USACE declines to participate, your response 
should state your reason for declining the invitation.  Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, 
any Federal Agency that chooses to decline the invitation must specifically state that your 
agency: 
 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
 

• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
 

• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 
 
By this letter, FHWA requests that you review the enclosed material and advise us with your 
comments on potential environmental impacts.  In addition, we invite you to attend the agency 
scoping meeting and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings as described below. 
 
Agency scoping meeting: 
You are invited to attend an agency scoping meeting on April 16th, 2008 from 9:00 a.m. to 
11:00 a.m. at the NDOT District 2 Office, 310 Galletti Way Sparks, NV 89431 (see enclosed 
map). 
 
If you are unable to attend the agency scoping meeting, please note that a public information 
meeting will be held on April 15, 2008 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Lazy 5 Community 
Center, 7100 Pyramid Highway, Sparks, Nevada. 
 
TAC meeting: 
Participation on the TAC will enable you to receive periodic project updates and work 
collaboratively with local, state, and federal stakeholders toward a successful project.  The TAC 
is scheduled to meet on the 3rd Thursday of every other month. The TAC meeting in June is 
scheduled for June 19, 2008 from 1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. at the NDOT District 2 Office, 310 
Galletti Way Sparks, NV 89431. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’ 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me at 
(775) 687-1231. 
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Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this proposed project. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Abdelmoez A. Abdalla 
      Environmental Program Manager   
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Section 106 



 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

Among the 
 

Federal Highway Administration  
Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer 

Nevada Department of Transportation 
Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission 

Bureau of Land Management 
US Army Corps of Engineers 

 
 

Regarding the 
 

Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connector Project 
Washoe County, Nevada 

 
WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), under the authority of 23 U.S.C. 
101 et seq., implements the Federal-aid Highway Program (Program) in the state of Nevada by 
funding and approving state and locally sponsored transportation projects that are administered 
by the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT); and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA is the lead federal agency responsible for compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470f), and the 
implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800 for the construction of the Pyramid Highway and US 
395 Connector Project (Undertaking) in Washoe County, Nevada; and  
 
WHEREAS, the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties cannot be fully determined 
prior to approval of the Undertaking, and FHWA, as the lead federal agency, is using the 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(1)(i)–(ii) to create this Programmatic Agreement (PA), and 
the signatories have determined that the review of this Undertaking may properly and 
appropriately be governed by this PA, negotiated and executed as authorized by 36 C.F.R. § 
800.14(b); and 
 
WHEREAS, FWHA has determined that a phased process for compliance with NHPA is 
appropriate for the Undertaking, as specifically allowed under 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2) and 36 
C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(3), such that completion of the identification and evaluation of historic 
properties, determinations of effect on historic properties, and consultation concerning measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects will be carried out in phases, as set forth in 
this PA, as part of planning for and prior to any Notice to Proceed (“NTP”) and Undertaking 
implementation; and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
pursuant to NHPA in the development of this PA; and  
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WHEREAS, NDOT administers federal aid highway projects throughout the State of Nevada as 
authorized by Title 23 U.S.C. 302 and has been invited to participate in the development of this 
PA and to be an invited signatory (“Invited Signatory”); and  
 
WHEREAS, the Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) is the local 
agency project sponsor and this PA assigns substantial responsibilities to RTC, FHWA has 
invited RTC to consult in the development of this PA and to be an invited signatory (“Invited 
Signatory”); and  
 
WHEREAS, the RTC will ask the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to issue permits 
under the Clean Water Act for the Undertaking, FHWA and the Corps agree that FHWA 
would assume the role as the lead federal agency for fulfilling their collective responsibilities 
under NHPA, as provided in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(a)(2); and 
 
WHEREAS, the Undertaking may require the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to 
appropriate land required for right-of-way, FHWA and the BLM agree that FWHA would 
assume the role as the lead federal agency for fulfilling their collective responsibilities under 
NHPA, as provided in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(a)(2); and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA acknowledges that it has consultation responsibilities to Indian Tribes 
regardless of whether the Tribes execute concurrence to this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA will negotiate a separate agreement with the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
for the portion of the Undertaking on tribal land.  Therefore, no part of this PA will address the 
Undertaking’s activities on tribal lands; and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA in developing this PA in compliance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.14(b)(2)(i) and 
(f), FHWA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify and seek consultation with 
every federally recognized Indian Tribe that has religious or cultural ties to, or whose direct 
ancestors had historic or prehistoric religious or cultural ties to the project area, and that, because 
of such ties, may attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties that may be 
affected by the Undertaking, (16 U.S.C. § 470a(d)(6)(A) (“Properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to an Indian Tribe . . . may be determined to be eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register.”) (referred to as PRCS), and FHWA has identified under those criteria the 
following Tribes:  Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, and 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony (Identified Indian Tribes); and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA has initiated formal government-to-government consultation with each 
Identified Indian Tribe by contacting that tribal government, or a person authorized by such 
government to speak for the tribe on NHPA compliance, offering meetings between FHWA and 
that Tribe’s designated tribal representative and/or governing body to discuss any concerns the 
Tribe may have regarding: (1) the Undertaking; (2) any historic properties and cultural resources, 
including PRCS, that may be affected by the Undertaking; and (3) the Identified Indian Tribes’ 
desires to protect any such property(ies) from imprudent or unnecessary public identification or 
disclosure; and  
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WHEREAS, FHWA reaffirms its offer to consult regarding the Undertaking with each 
Identified Indian Tribe that desires to do so, in a manner respectful of both tribal sovereignty and 
the unique government-to-government relationship between Indian Tribes and the United States 
government; and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA invited and encouraged these Identified Indian Tribes to be concurring 
parties (Concurring Parties) to this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, FHWA sought the views of the public in the development of this PA by providing 
notice and information regarding the Undertaking and its anticipated effects on historic 
properties, solicited public comment and input on the PA during and concurrent with the public 
comment process for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Undertaking, and 
has considered those public comments during the development of this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.14(b)(3), FHWA has notified the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination and the 
development of this PA by providing the specified documentation, and the ACHP has chosen 
not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.6(a)(1)(iii); 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC agree that the proposed undertaking 
shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into 
account the effect of the Undertaking on historic properties.   
 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
FHWA, assisted by NDOT, shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 
 

I. UNDERTAKING DESCRIPTION AND THE AREA OF POTENTIAL 
EFFECT (APE) 

 
A. The Undertaking includes converting Pyramid Highway to a freeway facility, 

arterial widening, and ancillary improvements from Queen Way to Calle de la 
Plata Drive, and construction of a new freeway facility and ancillary 
improvements from Pyramid Highway to US 395 in Washoe County, Nevada.  
Design modifications added or altered after the Record of Decision (ROD) is 
executed, will follow the provisions of the PA.   

 
B. The APE (36 CFR 800.16(d)) includes all potential direct, indirect, and 

cumulative effects to historic properties resulting from any activity associated 
with the Undertaking.  These activities include, but are not limited to:  

 
1. Construction of the Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connector Project as 

specified in the Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connector Final EIS and as 
illustrated in Appendix A. 
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2. Ancillary facilities necessary for the construction of the Pyramid Highway and 
US 395 Connector Project may include, but are not limited to, frontage roads, 
flood control facilities, material sources, construction, and/or utility easements 
and their associated staging areas and access roads.  

 
C. FHWA defined, in consultation with SHPO, the APE for direct effects as the 

estimated construction footprint of the Undertaking plus a 100-foot-wide buffer 
on each side.  

 
D. FHWA also defined, in consultation with SHPO, the APE for visual, audible, or 

atmospheric effects (Appendix A).  FHWA shall re-evaluate the APE for these 
effects, in consultation with SHPO and Invited Signatories, upon the selection of a 
Preferred Alternative.  This re-evaluation shall take into account the nature, scope, 
and intensity of the potential effect, along with comments received during public 
scoping and consultation with Identified Indian Tribes.  A meeting between all 
PA Signatories and Invited Signatories to discuss this re-evaluation of the APE 
will occur within 30 calendar days of the issuance of the ROD.  In general, visual 
effects exceed the range of the auditory effects (traffic noise analyses focus on 
parcels adjacent to, or one parcel from, the right-of-way) for this Undertaking.  

 
E. FHWA determined that the cumulative effects associated with the undertaking 

would not extend beyond that expected for the visual and auditory effects 
described above.  FHWA shall re-evaluate the APE for these effects, in 
consultation with SHPO and Invited Signatories, upon the selection of a Preferred 
Alternative.  This re-evaluation shall take into account the nature, scope, and 
intensity of the potential effect, along with comments received during public 
scoping and consultation with Identified Indian Tribes.  A meeting between all 
Signatories and Invited Signatories to discuss this re-evaluation of the APE will 
occur within 30 calendar days of the issuance of the ROD.   

 
F. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, may modify the APE at any time as it 

determines is reasonable and appropriate under the terms of this PA.  FHWA will 
provide reasonable prior notification of such action to all Invited Signatories, 
other consulting parties, and Identified Indian Tribes.  Amendments to the APE 
will not require an amendment to this PA under Stipulation XII.   

 

II. IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 
A. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, Invited Signatories, Identified Indian Tribes, 

and other consulting parties, shall determine the scope of identification efforts. 
 
B. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, shall ensure that consulting archaeologists 

and other professionals meeting qualifications set forth in the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR 61) perform or supervise 
all necessary identification activities for the Undertaking.   
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C. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, shall identify properties that may be affected 
by an undertaking and shall gather information sufficient to evaluate the 
eligibility and integrity of these resources for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP).  Information may be obtained through cultural resource 
surveys or other appropriate methods. 

 
D. Identification efforts may extend beyond the geographic limits of the right-of-way 

when the resources being recorded extend beyond that right-of-way. 
 

E. The identification of historic properties shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Identification (48 FR 44720-23), and should be 
consistent with SHPO contexts, FHWA guidance, NDOT Guidance, and any 
other guidance, methodologies, or protocols that FHWA, NDOT, and the SHPO 
agree should be used to identify properties, including those of other land-
managing agencies. 

 
F. RTC, through its consultants, has completed an intensive inventory to identify 

architectural resources affected by the Undertaking for Build Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 
and 4  (Architectural Inventory: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection Project, 
Sparks, Washoe County, Nevada, January 2012; Revised December 
2012)(Appendix B). 

 
G. FHWA will gather information from each Identified Indian Tribe to assist in 

identifying PRCS that may be eligible for the NRHP and that may be affected by 
the Undertaking, or a portion thereof. 

 
H. FHWA will solicit information from other consulting parties or other individuals 

and organizations likely to have knowledge of, or concerns with, historic 
properties in the APE that may be affected by the Undertaking, or a portion 
thereof. 

 
I. RTC has identified known historic and prehistoric archaeological resources within 

the Undertaking’s APE for direct effects by completing a Class I Inventory.  This 
document will be provided to all Signatories and Invited Signatories, as 
appropriate.  

 
J. To build on the identification efforts from the Class I inventory, FHWA, in 

consultation with SHPO, shall ensure that RTC completes a Class III survey of 
the Preferred Alternative for direct effects prior to initiation of construction of a 
given Undertaking phase. 

 
1. Ancillary facilities added to the Undertaking in the future that are located 

completely within areas previously inventoried by a Class III survey for the 
Undertaking will not require additional survey or identification,  except for 
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any assessment of effects, mitigation and treatment that may be required or in 
discovery situations.   

 
2. Ancillary facilities added to the Undertaking in the future that will be located 

partially or totally outside of areas previously covered by a Class III survey 
for the Undertaking must be the subject of a full Class III survey and NHPA 
compliance under the terms of this PA (including development and 
implementation of evaluation and treatment options, as appropriate) prior to 
construction of the relevant facilities. 
 

K. RTC shall perform reasonable identification efforts regardless of the ownership 
(public or private) of the lands involved, and RTC shall be responsible for 
attempting to gain access to private land.  Where RTC cannot gain access to such 
lands for purposes of identification of historic properties in any of the 
Undertaking’s APEs, identification efforts on those lands shall be deferred until 
access is gained.  Failure to gain access to accomplish necessary or appropriate 
identification, treatment or mitigation may require FHWA to consider alternative 
treatment or mitigation, or to allow deferral of such until access is gained, as 
provided in 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2). 

 
L. In any area in the APE for direct effects where the ground has been heavily 

disturbed, or in areas where access is prevented or may be dangerous to survey 
personnel, the FHWA may exempt those portions of the APEs from Class III 
survey requirements.  Notification of these exempted areas will be submitted to 
SHPO for their information. 

 
 

III. NRHP EVALUATION OF RESOURCES 
 

A. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, Invited Signatories, Identified Indian Tribes, 
and other consulting parties, will evaluate identified cultural resources in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c), and shall make appropriate findings regarding 
eligibility.  
 

B. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, shall ensure that all cultural resources 
identified within the APE for direct effects are evaluated for eligibility to the 
NRHP prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities that may affect those 
historic properties.   
 

C. Where historic property boundaries have not previously been established, NDOT, 
in consultation with SHPO, will identify recommended boundaries, following 
standards set forth in National Register Bulletin 21, Defining Boundaries for 
National Register Properties.  

 
D. To the extent practicable, NRHP eligibility determinations shall be based on 

inventory information.  If the information gathered in the inventory for 
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archaeology is inadequate to determine eligibility, NDOT or RTC contractors 
may conduct limited subsurface probing, or other evaluative techniques, to 
determine eligibility.  Subject to approval by FHWA, evaluative testing of 
archaeological sites is intended to provide the minimum data necessary to define 
the nature, density, and distribution of materials in potential historic properties, to 
make final evaluations of eligibility, and to devise treatment options responsive to 
the information potential of the property. 

 
E. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO (Appendix B correspondence), has evaluated 

the following historic properties and determined them to be eligible for the NRHP 
as a result of the intensive inventory described in Stipulation II.F above:  

 
1. Sierra Vista Ranch Historic District:  Eligible under criteria A and C; and 
 
2. Trosi Family/Kiley Ranch Historic District:  Eligible under criteria A and C; 

and 
 
3. Iratcabal Farm Historic District:  Eligible under criteria A and C; and 
 
4. Prosser Valley Ditch Segment C: Eligible under criteria A and B. 

 
F. Additional resources within the APE for visual, audible, or atmospheric effects 

may be identified prior to implementation of any phase of the Undertaking.  
FHWA will evaluate the NRHP eligibility of these resources in accordance with 
Stipulation III.A above prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities that 
may affect those historic properties.   
 

G. Upon selection of the preferred alternative, FHWA will seek to consult with the 
SHPO on any resources within that alternative that have not already been 
evaluated in consultation with the SHPO and the Invited Signatories. 

 
H. FHWA shall seek to consult with each Identified Indian Tribe concerning the 

NRHP eligibility of any cultural resource to which that Indian Tribe attaches 
traditional religious and cultural significance and that would be affected by the 
Undertaking,. 
 

I. Any disagreements regarding eligibility shall be handled in accordance with 
Stipulation XI. 

 
J. Consulting parties and members of the public may at any time submit to FHWA 

comments regarding conclusions, recommendations or consensus determinations 
made pursuant to this Stipulation III regarding NRHP eligibility for properties 
potentially affected by the Undertaking. 
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IV. ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 
 

A. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO and any Identified Indian Tribe, shall apply 
the criteria of adverse effect to historic properties within the Undertaking APE in 
accordance with the terms of 36 C.F.R. § 800.5.  FHWA shall consider any views 
concerning such effects that have been provided by Invited Signatories, other 
consulting parties and the public. 
 

B. FHWA may use a phased process in applying the criteria of adverse effect, 
consistent with phased identification and evaluation efforts provided in 36 C.F.R. 
§ 800.5(a)(3), because alternatives under consideration in this review consist of 
corridors and large land areas, the alternative of the Undertaking has not yet been 
selected, future new Rights-of-Ways for the Undertaking as described in 
Appendix A have not yet been defined, and access to some potentially affected 
properties may be restricted.   

 
C. FHWA has determined, in consultation with SHPO, that the Undertaking would 

result in the following effects to historic properties identified as a result of the 
intensive inventory described in Stipulation II.F above: 

 
1. Sierra Vista Ranch Historic District:  Without modification, the Undertaking 

would have introduced new visual and audible elements into the district’s 
setting that would have diminished the integrity of the property’s significant 
historic features. However, these visual and audible effects will be avoided by 
implementation of agreed-upon avoidance measures. Therefore, FHWA has 
determined that the Undertaking would result in No Adverse Effect to this 
resource. Avoidance measures are outlined in the Pyramid Highway/US 395 
Connection Draft Environmental Impact Statement and will be finalized as 
part of the Section 106 process and documented in the Record of Decision.  

 
2. Trosi Family/Kiley Ranch Historic District:  Without modification, the 

Undertaking would have introduced new visual and audible elements into the 
district’s setting that would have diminished the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features.  However, these visual and audible effects will be 
avoided by implementation of agreed-upon avoidance measures. Therefore, 
FHWA has determined that the Undertaking would result in No Adverse Effect 
to this resource. Avoidance measures are outlined in the Pyramid Highway/US 
395 Connection Draft Environmental Impact Statement and will be finalized 
as part of the Section 106 process and documented in the Record of Decision. 

 
3. Iratcabal Farm Historic District: Without modification, the undertaking would 

have introduced new visual and audible elements into the site’s setting that 
would have diminished the integrity of the property’s significant historic 
features.  However, these visual and audible effects will be avoided by 
implementation of agreed-upon avoidance measures. Therefore, FHWA has 
determined that the Undertaking would result in No Adverse Effect to this 
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resource. Avoidance measures are outlined in the Pyramid Highway/US 395 
Connection Draft Environmental Impact Statement and will be finalized as 
part of the Section 106 process and documented in the Record of Decision. 

 
4. Prosser Valley Ditch Segment C:  All build alternatives would directly affect 

the ditch in varying degrees. Therefore, all build alternatives would result in 
an Adverse Effect to this resource. 

 
 

V. TREATMENT OF ADVERSELY AFFECTED HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 

A. In avoiding, minimizing or mitigating adverse effects to historic properties from 
the Undertaking, or any facility or portion thereof, FHWA, in consultation with 
SHPO, Invited Signatory, any Identified Indian Tribe that attaches religious and 
cultural significance to the adversely affected historic property and other 
consulting parties, shall develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications to the 
undertaking that could avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic 
properties consistent with the terms of 36 C.F.R. § 800.6.   

 
B. FHWA, in consultation with SHPO, shall ensure that, to the extent reasonably 

practicable, RTC will avoid effects to historic properties through project design, 
redesign, relocation of facilities, or by other means. 

 
C. When avoidance is not feasible or reasonably practicable, FHWA, in consultation 

with SHPO, appropriate land managing agencies, affected Identified Indian Tribes 
and other consulting parties, and in coordination with NDOT and RTC shall 
ensure that an appropriate historic properties treatment plan (“HPTP”) is 
developed to minimize, mitigate, or otherwise resolve Undertaking-related effects 
to historic properties.   

 
1. Consistent with this PA, the HPTP will establish an overall approach for 

mitigation and treatment, identifying key aspects and issues, including 
programmatic NRHP eligibility issues, post-construction data recovery, tribal 
consultation, and participation, and reporting measures, that will prove crucial 
in its implementation.  The HPTP will review site significance issues and 
research domains for both prehistoric and historic-era resources, and will 
identify data recovery treatment options based on site type for prehistoric 
resources, and theme-specific property type for historic-era resources.  The 
HPTP will present both pre- and post-construction data recovery plans, the 
latter recognizing that post-construction data recovery is appropriate for 
historic properties or portions of historic properties that will not be directly 
affected by the Project.  The HPTP will propose field and laboratory methods, 
and will address cultural resources monitoring procedures and unanticipated 
discovery situations.  The discovery plan in the HPTP will be consistent with, 
but may expand on, the procedures provided herein and describe the 
identification, protection, recording, treatment, notification, and reporting 
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procedures associated with unanticipated archaeological finds.  The discovery 
plan will provide a separate discussion for discovery situations involving 
human remains. 

 
2. For properties eligible under criteria A through C (36 C.F.R. § 60.4), 

mitigation and treatment activities other than archaeological data recovery 
will be considered in the HPTP including, but not limited to, Historic 
American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic 
American Landscapes Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) or other appropriate 
recordation or preparation of an oral history, historic markers, exhibits, 
interpretive brochures or publications, or similar historic or educational 
materials.  For historic resources determined to be of local and state 
significance, HABS/HAER recordation is not required; instead a report 
detailing the historical context and significance of the property, and 
architectural and engineering documentation, including plans and photographs 
of the property, must be prepared and submitted to the SHPO. Where 
appropriate, the HPTP shall include provisions describing the content and 
number of copies for a publication of treatment materials for the public. 
 

D. When data recovery is required as a condition of approval, FHWA, in 
consultation with SHPO, shall ensure that RTC, through its contractor, develops a 
Data Recovery Treatment Plan (Plan) that is consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 
FR 44716-37), Treatment o/Historic Properties: A Handbook (Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation 1980) and ACHP's Recommended Approach for 
Consultation on the Recovery of Significant Information from Archaeological 
Sites dated June 17, 1999. The required mitigation activities shall be completed 
regardless of the ownership (Federal, state, private lands) of the lands involved.  If 
RTC cannot gain access to private lands not owned by RTC through reasonable 
efforts, only the portions of the historic property directly affected by the 
Undertaking shall be treated. 
 

E. FHWA shall consult with each Identified Indian Tribe in accordance with the 
FHWA policies, and with SHPO, to develop treatment options for adversely 
affected historic properties, including PRCS. 
 

F. RTC, through its consultants, shall submit to FHWA a draft report on mitigation 
activities 12 months after the completion of the fieldwork associated with the 
activities, unless otherwise negotiated.  FHWA shall submit draft reports to the 
SHPO, the appropriate land managing agencies, Identified Indian Tribes, and 
appropriate consulting parties, for a 30-day review and comment period.  After 
review comments are considered, FHWA shall submit a final report to the SHPO 
the appropriate land managing agencies, Identified Indian Tribes, and consulting 
parties as appropriate. 
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VI. CURATION 

 
All records, photographs, maps, field notes, artifacts, and other materials collected 
pertaining to survey and mitigation activities will be curated in a facility, in Nevada if 
possible, that meets the standards set forth in 36 CFR Part 79 (Curation of Federally-
owned and Administered Archaeological Collections), at the time the final report 
associated with the activities is accepted by FHWA, provided that the disposition of 
any Native American human remains and/or funerary objects is conducted in 
accordance with Stipulation VIII.  Curation of records, photographs, maps, field 
notes, artifacts, and other materials collected from or developed for any treatment 
activities shall be stipulated in all treatment plans, and shall meet this stipulation.  
 
 

VII. POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES 
 

A. Prior to initiating any ground-disturbing activities for the Undertaking, NDOT 
and RTC will provide FHWA and the appropriate land managing agencies with a 
list of and schedule for NDOT and RTC employees or their consultants who are 
empowered to halt all activities in discovery situations and who will be 
responsible for notifying FHWA of any discoveries.  At least one of these 
employees shall be present during all construction activities.  That person will be 
responsible for notifying FHWA of any qualifying discoveries 

 
B. If previously unidentified archaeological or historic properties, other than isolates, 

or unanticipated effects to historic properties, are discovered during construction 
activities, all activities within 25 feet of the discovery shall stop immediately.  
RTC or its authorized representative shall immediately secure the location of the 
discovery to prevent vandalism or other damage.  Ground-disturbing activity in 
that area shall be suspended until NDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has evaluated the 
discovery, notified consulting parties, assured the completion of any necessary 
mitigation or treatment measures for historic properties, and issued a written 
authorization for the resumption of activities. 

 
C. No further construction activities will occur within 25 feet of the discovery until 

the requirements of 36 CFR 800.13 have been satisfied, including consultation 
with Tribes that may attach traditional cultural and religious significance to the 
discovery.  

 
D. NDOT will consult with FHWA, SHPO, Identified Indian Tribes, other consulting 

parties, and the ACHP as appropriate, to record, document, and evaluate the 
NRHP eligibility of the discovery and the Undertaking’s effect on the discovery, 
and to design a plan for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating adverse effects on the 
eligible discovery, per 36 CFR 800.13(b)(3). 
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E. If FHWA, SHPO or a Tribe does not submit an objection to NDOT in writing 
within 48 hours of receipt of NDOT’s plan for addressing the discovery, NDOT 
may carry out the requirements of 36 CFR 800.13 on behalf of FHWA, and the 
ACHP does not need to be notified. 

 
F. After notification and consideration of comments from SHPO and Identified 

Indian Tribes, if NDOT, on behalf of FHWA, determines the discovery does not 
involve a historic property, NDOT may issue written authorization for resumption 
of activities.    

 
1. NDOT may request or gather additional information as it deems necessary, 

and may approve the restarting of some or all suspended activities based upon 
the information and recommendation received, and NDOT may condition the 
restarting of suspended activities as it deems appropriate.   

 
2. Suspended construction activities in the area of the discovery may resume 

when NDOT notifies RTC either by written or electronic communication 
(email or fax), or orally followed by written or electronic confirmation, that 
objectives of the fieldwork phase of mitigation are achieved and activities can 
resume. 

 
G. NDOT, on behalf of FHWA, will ensure those measures it deems appropriate to 

avoid, minimize, or resolve adverse effects are implemented in accord with 
Stipulation V.  The SHPO and Identified Indian Tribes that the FHWA determines 
may attach traditional religious and cultural significance to the affected property 
will be provided with a report of actions taken after completion.    

 
H. For discovered isolates, RTC will provide documentation to FHWA in the final 

monitoring report. 
 

I. For unanticipated discoveries, the reporting archeologist will prepare and transmit 
to FHWA a written report of the discovery and recommendations within 30 days 
or as otherwise determined by the FHWA.   

 
J. FHWA shall require that reports of mitigation efforts are completed in a timely 

manner and that they conform to the accepted standards.  Drafts of such reports 
shall be submitted to the SHPO, for a 30-day review and comment period as 
stipulated in Stipulation IX.  FHWA shall submit final reports to the SHPO, 
Identified Indian Tribes that attach traditional religious and cultural significance 
to the affected property, and other consulting parties for informational purposes, 
as appropriate.   
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VIII. TREATMENT OF NATIVE AMERICAN REMAINS  
 

Native American remains and any funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of 
cultural patrimony (cultural objects) inadvertently discovered within the APE on 
federal or tribal lands shall be treated pursuant to the Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 
1992 (U.C.A. 9-9-401, et seq., and its implementing Rule R230-1).  The federal land 
manager is responsible for compliance with NAGPRA. 

 
A. Upon discovery of NAGPRA materials, if not previously addressed in a work or 

data recovery plan, NDOT and RTC will notify, within 24 hours: 
1. The federal land manager,  
2. The appropriate SHPO or THPO, 
3. FHWA. 

B. Notification may occur via email, fax, or telephone. 
 
C. FHWA does not have any NAGPRA responsibilities because it neither owns 

lands in the State of Nevada nor does it act as a museum as it is defined in 
NAGPRA.  Native American Remains and funerary objects, sacred objects, or 
objects of cultural patrimony removed from non-Federal lands may be subject to 
NAGPRA if NDOT acts as a museum, as defined in NAGPRA. 

 
D. THPO jurisdiction applies to tribal lands.  Per Section 301(14) of the NHPA, 

tribal lands are (a) all lands within the exterior boundaries of any Indian 
reservation and (b) all independent Indian communities.   

 
E. Upon discovery of Native American remains on non-federal lands, the Native 

American remains will be treated by NDOT in accordance with (Nevada Revised 
Statutes) NRS 383.16.  

 
 

IX. TIME FRAMES  
 
A. NDOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall review and comment on any report submitted 

by RTC within 30 calendar days of receipt, unless NDOT agrees to comment in a 
shorter time, or requests additional time.  FHWA may issue a NTP for a given 
Undertaking element or portion immediately after FHWA finds that the 
conditions in Stipulation X are met.   

 
B. Unless otherwise agreed, RTC shall submit final reports to FHWA by the 

following deadlines: 
 

1. A draft final report of all identification/inventory and evaluation efforts within 
nine (9) months of the completion of the fieldwork associated with the 
activity. 
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2. A draft final report of all supplementary evaluation activities within twelve 
(12) months of the completion of the fieldwork associated with the activity. 
 

3. A draft final report of all treatment or other treatment activities within twenty-
four (24) months of the completion of the fieldwork associated with the 
activity. 

 
C. SHPO Consultation.  Except for unanticipated discovery situations, FHWA shall 

submit the results of all identification or evaluation reports, treatment plans, and 
final draft reports to the SHPO for a 30-calendar day review and comment period, 
measured from the date of SHPO receipt. 
 

D. Identified Indian Tribes and Other Consulting Parties.  Concurrent with any 
SHPO submission (except in unanticipated discovery situations), FHWA shall 
provide copies of draft reports to Identified Indian Tribes that attach religious and 
cultural significance to the affected property.  FHWA will consider any comments 
received within the 30-calendar-day comment period.  FHWA shall provide to all 
Identified Indian Tribes and other consulting parties copies of the final report 
within 45 days after it is received from RTC, as appropriate. 

 

1. FHWA shall provide SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other consulting parties, 
as appropriate with copies of any comments received during consultation in 
Stipulation IX.D.  The SHPO shall have 10 calendar days to review the 
comments. 

 
E. Timeline for Curation.  Materials and artifacts to be curated (defined in 

Stipulation VI) will be sent to a facility in Nevada approved by the FHWA that 
reasonably meets the procedural, security, and quality standards in 36 C.F.R. Part 
79, or to the owner, within 15 days of when the final report associated with that 
activity is accepted by the FHWA.  If materials and artifacts are subject to 
NAGPRA, the appropriate land manager will manage those materials and artifacts 
in accordance with 43 C.F.R. Part 10, or according to any applicable Plan of 
Action (POA) executed after this PA.  RTC will provide to FHWA copies of 
records confirming curation or transfer of possession within five business days of 
acceptance by the curatorial facility or owner.   

 
 

X. NOTICES TO PROCEED (NTP)   
 
A NTP may be issued for the entire project, or portions thereof, after fulfillment of 
one of the following conditions:  

 
A. FHWA or NDOT, in consultation with SHPO, determines that no historic 

properties will be affected by construction of the Undertaking facility or portion 
described in the RTC request; or 
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B. FHWA or NDOT, in consultation with SHPO, determines that construction of the 

Undertaking facility or portion described in the RTC request will have no adverse 
effect to historic properties; or 

 
C. FHWA or NDOT, in consultation with SHPO, Identified Indian Tribes, and other 

consulting parties as appropriate, determines that an appropriate treatment plan 
for the Undertaking facility or portion described in the RTC submission has been 
implemented, and the following have all occurred: 
 

1. The fieldwork phase of the treatment plan has been completed; and 
 

2. FHWA or NDOT has accepted a summary description of the fieldwork 
performed and a reporting schedule for that work; and 
 

3. FHWA or NDOT shall provide a copy of the summary to SHPO; and 
 

4. The SHPO shall review the summary.  If the SHPO concurs or does not 
respond within two working days of receipt, FHWA or NDOT shall assume 
concurrence and issue the NTP.  

 
XI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION  
 

A. If SHPO, Invited Signatories, land managing agency, Identified Indian Tribes, or 
any other consulting party or individual objects to any action taken by FHWA 
pursuant to this PA, FHWA shall immediately consult with the objecting party, 
and the other consulting parties, to resolve the objection.  If FHWA determines 
that the objection cannot be resolved, FHWA shall forward all documentation 
relevant to the dispute to the ACHP.  Within 30 calendar days after receipt of all 
pertinent documentation, the ACHP will either:  

 
1. Provide FHWA with recommendations, which FHWA will take into account 

in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or  

2. Notify FHWA that it will comment pursuant to applicable regulations and 
proceed to comment.  Any ACHP comment provided in response to such a 
request will be taken into account by FHWA in accordance with reference to 
the subject of the dispute.  

 
B. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this PA, should 

an objection to any such measure or its manner of implementation be raised by a 
member of the public, FHWA shall take the objection into account and consult, in 
an appropriate manner as needed, with the objecting party, the appropriate land 
managing agency, the SHPO, and/or the ACHP to resolve the objection.  
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C. Any recommendation or comment provided by the ACHP shall be understood to 
pertain only to the subject of the dispute; FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all 
actions under this PA that are not the subject of the dispute shall remain 
unchanged.  

 
D. In the event of a disagreement concerning a NRHP recommendation, and 

consensus determination of NRHP eligibility for any cultural resource in the APE, 
FHWA and NDOT shall first consult with the disagreeing party to resolve the 
disagreement. 

 
1. If the disagreement cannot be resolved through informal consultation, NDOT 

shall notify FHWA, whereupon FHWA, NDOT, SHPO, and any consulting 
party (including federal agencies) shall consult to resolve the disagreement.  

 
2. If the disagreement is not resolved, FHWA shall refer the issue to the Keeper 

of the National Register to obtain a determination of eligibility.  The Keeper’s 
determination will be considered final.   

 
3. The signatories acknowledge that any Identified Indian Tribe that disagrees 

with a FHWA, NDOT, and SHPO consensus determination regarding NRHP 
eligibility may ask the ACHP to request that FHWA obtain a determination by 
the Keeper. 

 
 

XII. AMENDMENT  
 

Any Signatory, Invited Signatory, Concurring Party or Identified Indian Tribe that 
determines that any term of this PA will not be, is not being, or cannot be carried out, 
or that sees the need for an amendment to improve or clarify the functioning of this PA 
or for any other reason, may consult with the Signatories to attempt to develop an 
amendment or agree on another way to resolve the issue.  This PA may be amended 
when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all signatories.  The amendment 
will be effective on the date a copy signed by all the Signatories is filed with the 
ACHP.  
 

 
XIII. TERMINATION  

 
If any Signatory or Invited Signatory to this PA determines that its terms will not or 
cannot be carried out, that party shall immediately consult with the other parties to 
attempt to develop an amendment per Stipulation XII, above.  If within thirty (30) 
days (or another time period agreed to by all Signatories) an amendment cannot be 
reached, any Signatory or Invited Signatory may terminate the PA upon written 
notification to other Signatories.  Once the PA is terminated, and prior to work 
continuing on the undertaking, FHWA must either (a) execute a new PA or 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6, or (b) request, 
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take into account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR Part 
800.7.  FHWA shall notify the Signatories as to the course of action it will pursue.  
 
A Concurring Party can terminate its participation and concurrence in this PA by 
notifying FHWA in writing.  FHWA will notify all Signatories, Invited Signatories, 
and signing Concurring Parties of that termination.  The termination of a Concurring 
Party’s participation and concurrence in this PA will not invalidate or otherwise affect 
this PA. 
 

 
XIV. TERMS OF AGREEMENT 

 
A. This PA shall become effective on the date on which the PA has been executed by 

all Signatories and Invited Signatories.  The failure or refusal of any Invited 
Concurring Party to sign this PA will not invalidate or otherwise affect this PA.  
  

B. This PA shall remain in effect for a period of ten (10) years after the date it takes 
effect and shall automatically expire and have no further force or effect at the end 
of this ten-year period unless it is terminated prior to that time in accord with 
Stipulation XIII.   

 
C. No later than six months prior to the expiration date of the PA, FHWA shall 

initiate consultation with the Signatories and Invited Signatories to determine if 
the PA should be allowed to expire automatically or whether it should be 
extended for an additional term, with or without amendments, as the Signatories 
may determine.  Unless the Signatory or Invited Signatories unanimously agree 
through such consultation on an alternative to automatic expiration of this PA, 
this PA shall automatically expire and have no further force or effect in 
accordance with the timetable stipulated herein. 

 
D. This PA may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be 

deemed an original but all of which together constitute one and the same 
instrument.  The FHWA will distribute copies of all signed pages to the 
Signatories and Invited Signatories once the PA is executed. 

 
E. Each Invited Concurring Party may sign a counterpart copy of the final PA and 

transmit one copy of the PA originally signed by that party to FHWA.  FHWA 
will notify each Signatory, Invited Signatories, and each signing Concurring Party 
when any Concurring Party has signed this PA.  FHWA will transmit to each 
signing Concurring Party, Signatory, and Invited Signatory a copy of this PA 
containing photocopy(ies) of the signatures of all signing parties as of that time.   
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SIGNATORIES 
 
Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
 
Federal Highway Administration 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Susan Klekar, Division Administrator  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 

Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Rebecca L. Palmer, Acting State Historic Preservation Officer Date 
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INVITED SIGNATORIES 
 
 
Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
   
Nevada Department of Transportation 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Rudy Malfabon, PE, Director  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission  
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Lee Gibson, Executive Director  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
Concur:  Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Arlan Melendez, RSIC Chairman  Date 
 

And 

 

   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Michon Eben, THPO  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence that 
FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties and afforded 
the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  

 
   
   
Concur:  Bureau of Land Management 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Rachael Crews  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
   
Concur:  US Army Corps of Engineers 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
Kristine Hansen, Senior Project Manager Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
Concur: Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
Elwood Lowery, Chairman  Date 
 

and 

 

   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Shannon Mandell, Museum Director  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
 

   
Concur: Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 
   
By: ____________________________  _____________ 
Darrel Kizer, Vice Chairman  Date 
 

and 
 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
Darrel Cruz, THPO  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
   
Concur:  City of Reno, Nevada 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
Robert Cashell, Mayor  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
   
Concur:  City of Sparks, Nevada 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
Geno Martini, Mayor  Date 
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Execution and implementation of this PA by FHWA, SHPO, NDOT, and RTC evidence 
that FHWA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties 
and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
 
   
   
Concur:  Washoe County, Nevada 
   
By: ___________________________  _____________ 
David Humke, Chairman  Date 
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Appendix A 
 

UNDERTAKING DESCRIPTION AND THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE) 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT) and the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), is currently 
preparing an EIS to identify and evaluate transportation improvements along the Pyramid 
Highway corridor and a proposed connection between Pyramid Highway and US 395.  The 
Study Area surrounds the existing Pyramid Highway from Calle de la Plata at the northern end to 
Queen Way at the southern end. The Study Area also includes the area where portions of the 
proposed roadway connecting existing Pyramid Highway and US 395 (called the US 395 
Connector) may be located, extending from near Dandini Boulevard on the western end to Vista 
Boulevard on the east end (see Figure 1).   
 
Under all four build alternatives, improvements would convert Pyramid Highway to a limited-
access freeway between Highland Ranch Parkway and Eagle Canyon Drive, with half 
interchanges at Eagle Canyon Drive, Dolores Drive, Lazy 5 Parkway, and Highland Ranch 
Parkway, and one-way frontage roads between each half interchange (see Figure 2). The build 
alternative alignments vary between Sparks Boulevard and Disc Drive, and include an on-
alignment, off-alignment, or ridge alignment.  The build alternatives also vary in the location of 
the US 395 Connector, which consider both a southern and northern crossing of Sun Valley 
Boulevard, as well as two Sun Valley Boulevard intersection options (see Figures 3 through 6).  
 
Early in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, FHWA, NDOT and RTD 
established an initial Area of Potential Effect (APE) (see Figure 7) for which a records search 
would be conducted. An alternatives screening process was then conducted that identified the 
build alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS. After identifying the build alternatives, FHWA, in 
consultation with the SHPO, established two APEs for the EIS, which are described below. 
These APEs will be used to assess impacts for documentation in the EIS.  In October 2011, 
FHWA submitted their recommendation for the APEs to the SHPO, and the SHPO concurred.  
 

 Historic Architecture APE. This APE includes the estimated construction footprint 
of each build alternative and entire adjacent developed property parcels that could be 
indirectly influenced by visual, audible, or atmospheric effects. Buildings, structures, 
objects, districts, traditional cultural properties, and cultural landscapes would be 
more likely to be subject to indirect as well as direct effects; therefore, the APE for 
the built and cultural environment is broader than the Archaeological APE to include 
the potential for such effects. The Historic Architecture APE is shown on Figure 7. 

 Archaeological APE. This APE will consist of the anticipated construction footprint 
and a 100-foot-wide buffer on each side of the construction footprint to encompass 
direct effects from ground-disturbing activities and any applicable indirect effects. If 
a build alternative is selected as the Preferred Alternative, the Lead Agencies will 
conduct an inventory to identify archaeological resources within the Archaeological 
APE and assess potential impacts and determine necessary mitigation measures. The 
Final EIS will document those findings.   
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Figure 1:  Study Area 
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Figure 2 – Elements Common to All Build Alternatives 
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Figure 3 – Build Alternative 1 
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Figure 4 – Build Alternative 2 
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Figure 5 – Build Alternative 3 
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Figure 6 – Build Alternative 4 
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Figure 7 – NRHP Eligible Historic Properties and the Area of Potential Effect (APE) 
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Appendix B 
 
 

Architectural Inventory: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection Project, Sparks, Washoe County, Nevada, 
January 2012; Revised December 2012 

and 
Agency Correspondence 
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Appendix C 
 

Resource Types Categorically Not Eligible 
 
A. Isolated Artifact  
A single artifact or pieces from a single artifact, i.e., 10 pieces of glass from a single bottle.  An 
isolate artifact is considered single and unassociated when separated by 30 meters or more from 
any other artifact.  For example, two flakes of the same or different raw material separated by 29 
meters would be documented as a site.  Ten pieces of glass from a single bottle spread across 31 
meters would be an isolate.  Isolates are not recorded on a site form, but are listed in a table 
designated by number, description, and location.  
 
B. Isolated or Unassociated Feature  
A single feature unassociated with other features or artifact scatters that are undateable; e.g., a 
prospect pit, a claim marker, an audit, or a shaft.  An isolated or unassociated feature is 
considered single and unassociated when separated by 30 meters or more from any other feature 
or artifact.  If these features are elements to a historic district, they are not isolated or 
unassociated.  In addition, if an isolated feature is unique because of its construction (elaborate 
stonework claim marker) or distinctive qualities, the feature has to be evaluated for eligibility.  
Isolated features that have potential data (fire hearth) need to be evaluated for eligibility.  
Isolated or unassociated features need not be recorded on a site form, but are listed in a table 
designated by number, description, and location.  
 
C. Post-1960 Cultural Resources  
Cultural resource sites that post-date 1960 (or contain a majority of artifacts that post-date 1960) 
are not considered eligible for the purposes of NHPA compliance unless the site is of exceptional 
significance as defined in National Register B Bulletin 22, entitled How to Evaluate and 
Nominate Potential National Register Properties That Have Achieved Significance Within the 
Last 50 Years.  
 
D. Unassociated Historic Artifact Scatters  
This site type is categorically not eligible when it cannot be definitively associated with a 
specific historic theme as defined in the Nevada Comprehensive Preservation Plan (1991).  One 
example of this site type is a single episode roadside refuse deposit.  
 
Unassociated artifact scatters will be considered categorically ineligible with the submission of 
the following information:  

1. A minimal level of archival research does not reveal a possible association.  The 
feature or site in question may not be depicted on the following documents:  

a. General Land Office map (provide date;  
b. Land Status map;  
c. Mineral Survey records;  
d. Nevada State Museum records;  
e. State Water Engineer’s records;  
f. 15 minute Quadrangle (provide date); or  
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g. Local city and county records.  
 

2. A brief justification for this determination will be included in the eligibility section of 
the report and will address the following topics:  

a. location and type of nearest recorded site; and  
b. location of the nearest known town, community, or historical development.  

 
E. Linear Resources  
Linear resources in isolation from other linear resources, archeological deposits, and 
buildings/structures are discussed below in this framework for categorical exemptions.  Artifacts 
directly associated with that linear resource, such as an insulator for a telecommunication line is 
considered inclusive to that linear resource.  If only a segment of the linear resource is present 
within the project area, and is determined ineligible (non-contributing), the remaining portions of 
the linear resource are considered unevaluated for the purposes of NHPA compliance.  
 

1. Roads/Trails: If a road or trail is undateable, cannot be historically associated with a 
historic theme, lacks engineered features associated with the road or trail, and has been 
bladed, then that segment is considered not eligible under all criteria.  
 
2. Water Conveyance: If a water conveyance system is undateable, cannot be historically 
associated with a historic theme, and lacks engineered features associated with the water 
conveyance feature, then that segment considered as not eligible under all criteria.  
 
3. Fences: If a fence is undateable, lacks unique construction features, is constructed of 
metal T-posts and barbed wire, then that segment of the fence is considered not eligible 
under all criteria.  
 
4. Telecommunication lines (telegraph, telephone, power transmission): If a 
telecommunication line is undateable, lacks unique engineered features associated with 
that segment of the telecommunication line, then that segment is considered not eligible 
under all criteria. 

 







  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

July 26, 2013  

 

Abdelmoez A. Abdalla 

Environmental Program Manager 

FHWA - Nevada Division 

705 N. Plaza Street, Suite 220 

Carson City, NV 89701 

 

Ref:     Proposed Pyramid Highway / US 395 Connection Project 

 Washoe County, Nevada 

 FHWA-NV-EIS-12-02-D; NDOT Project No. 73390/73391 

   

Dear Mr. Abdalla: 
 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 

documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties 

listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information you 

provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 

Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not 

apply to this undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to 

resolve adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a 

consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances 

change, and you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please 

notify us. 

 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Programmatic Agreement (PA), 

developed in consultation with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and any other 

consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 

process.  The filing of the PA and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 

complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect.  If you have any questions or require 

further assistance, please contact Najah Duvall-Gabriel at 202 606-8585 or at ngabriel@achp.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 

 



    

 

mailto:achp@achp.gov
http://www.achp.gov/
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Meeting Minutes 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector 
Purpose: RSIC Meeting 

Date Held: January 19, 2010 

Location: RSIC Offices--Sparks, NV 

Attendees: RSIC: Scott Nebesky, Steve Moran, Michon Eben 
 NDOT: Sabra Gilbert-Young, Chris Young 
 FHWA: Abdelmoez Abdalla 
 RTC: Doug Maloy  
 CH2M Hill: Cindy Potter 
 WCRM: Ed Stoner 
 Jacobs: Jim Clarke, Bryan Gant 

Copies: Attendees, File 
 

 
Discussion 

1) Scott Neblesky started the meeting by indicating the Tribe has three primary concerns: 

a) Cultural resources 

b) The 22-acre parcel the Tribe has in trust on the southeast corner of Pyramid and Eagle 
Canyon;  

i) Parcel is zoned General Commercial. 

ii) Parcel has recently been improved through utility extensions and drainage 
improvements. 

c) Eagle Canyon serving as a through corridor, resulting in increased traffic and associated 
impacts to the Tribe’s Hungry Valley community. 

2) Bryan Gant provided an overview of the study and remaining alternatives under 
consideration.  

3) Jim Clarke and Ed Stoner provided an overview of EIS and Section 106 status and issues: 

a) WCRM has conducted a file search on the initial Area of Potential Effect (APE);  

b) The file search did not result in any notable ‘red flags’; 

c) WCRM has been inventorying structures greater than 40 years old on Pyramid Highway 
in the study area; 

d) WCRM will soon start evaluating these structures and others in the study area for 
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP); 

e) The study team will set up a meeting with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO); Sabra will let Michon know when this meeting will be held.  
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4) Cindy Potter presented different interchange options being considered at the Eagle Canyon 
intersection. These options will be evaluated and refined once detailed traffic data is 
available.  The group discussed potential effects of these options on the Tribe’s ability to 
develop this parcel; 

a) The Tribe expressed concern about noise walls being built between Pyramid Highway 
and their parcel.  These barriers could reduce visibility and ease-of-access.  

i) Jim said that the Jacobs noise specialist is in the field this week conducting noise 
monitoring.  Jim will check with her on the likelihood that noise walls would be 
needed for the RSIC property.  

b) Scott described the Tribe’s intent to develop this parcel to provide employment 
opportunities for Hungry Valley residents—many of whom are low income; 

c) The Tribe representatives asked about possible options to mitigate for economic impacts 
to the parcel; 

d) The Pyramid Team indicated that mitigation options are typically identified based on the 
results of the economic analysis conducted for the Draft EIS, with greater detail on 
mitigation provided as part of the Final EIS.  The economic analysis will be mostly 
qualitative, as parcel-specific, quantitative analyses are typically not conducted for NEPA 
documents.  

e) Jim will provide the economic analysis methods to the RSIC representatives.  Once the 
interchange options have been refined and the RSIC has an opportunity to review the 
proposed methods, FHWA and the Tribe can further discuss the approach to assess 
economic impacts to the RSIC parcel.  

5) The Pyramid Team will research the RTC’s current Long Range Plan to check on if 
improvements to Eagle Canyon are included in the plan.  

 

Action Items 
1. The study team will set up a meeting with the State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO); Sabra will let Michon know when this meeting will be held.  

2. Jim will provide the economic analysis methods to the RSIC representatives.   

3. Jim will check with the noise specialist on the likelihood that noise walls would be 
needed for the RSIC property. 
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Meeting Minutes 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection EIS Study 
 
Purpose: Reno-Sparks Indian Colony (RSIC) Coordination Meeting 
 
Date Held: June 17, 2011 
 
Location: RSIC Offices 
 
Attendees:  

CH2M HILL Cindy Potter  
Jacobs: Bryan Gant, Jim Clarke 

NDOT: Cliff Creager, Scott Nebeskey, Sabra Gilbert-Young 
RSIC Michon Eben, Steve Moran  
RTC: Doug Maloy,  

 
 

 
Discussion 

1. Project Overview/Background 

2. Bryan Gant provided overview and discussed DEIS alternatives. 

3. Cindy Potter provided an overview of Eagle Canyon Interchange and effects to RSIC 
property. 

4. Scott Nebeskey asked whether studies have been conducted on economic impact 
from one-way frontage roads. 

 Cindy said the FHWA doesn’t prefer two-way frontage roads. 

 Scott asked how much will you impact buildings at southwest corner? 

5. Jim will check on noise analysis at Robert Banks. 

6. Scott any public art or landscape theme? 

 Jimmy and Bryan will look at landscape theme for Preferred Alternative. 

7. Scott asked to what extent would EIS consider traffic increases along Eagle Canyon? 
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 Model would determine general project traffic future volumes; more detailed 
traffic developed only at interchange area. 

 Model factor in transportation projects in RTC’s illustrative plan; only in fiscally-
constrained plan. 

8. RTC updating RTP (Regional Trip Plan) now. 

9. Cindy will provide preliminary property impact estimates. 

10. BIA contact re: property acquisition of easement.   

11.  

Summary of Action Items 
Action Item Responsible Party 

 Does FHWA have the right to take trust land?  
 Phoenix — Contact BIA Re:  Scott Nebeskey 

 Agreement with Ed to provide historic data to Sabra.  

 Provide Steve with results of wetlands field analysis  

 Provide traffic input analysis  

 Will look into RTC role do general economic impact 
analysis on parcel. 

 

 Prepare Alternative Description: 
— Include No Action  — Planning assumptions 
— Supplementals  

Bryan Gant 

 Prepare maps of 4 Alternatives: 
— Facility description 

Chris Primus 

 How to handle other modes/supplements? Jim Clarke 

 Determine CEVP timeframe Bryan Gant 

 BMP rejects per NDOT Martinovich 

 Methods Doc.  Review submit Jim Clarke 
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Summary of Action Items 
Action Item Responsible Party 

 Induced growth discussion of locals Jim Clarke 

 “    “          “ Jim Clarke/Bryan Gant 

 Have R/W Group Review Parcels McDermott 

 Send out/Review Rendering Proposal Bryan Gant 

 Run/106Process by BLM Jim Clarke 

 Coordination corridor management plan Primus 
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Meeting Minutes 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection EIS Study 
 
Purpose: Reno-Sparks Indian Colony (RSIC) Coordination Meeting 
 
Date Held: December 9, 2011 
 
Location: RSIC Offices 
 
Attendees:  

RSIC Michon Eben, Steve Moran Cliff Creager, 
Scott Nebeskey, 

FHWA: Del Abdulla 
NDOT: Sabra Gilbert-Young 

  
RTC: Doug Maloy,  

Jacobs: Bryan Gant, Jim Clarke 
CH2M HILL: Cindy Potter  

 
 

 
Discussion 

1. Project Status update 

 Jim provided update on administrative Draft EIS 
 Summer 2012 for Public Review of Pyramid EIS 

 
2. Section 106 Update 

 Full archeological survey/site recordation will be conducted on preferred.  Walk-
over survey completed which did not reveal significant sites.  Sabra and Michon 
expressed concern over only conducting recordation on preferred.  Approach 
had been discussed at previous RSIC meeting and vetted with NDOT and 
FHWA prior to then.  The team will share walkover survey summary with RSIC, 
if not provided previously.  

 Draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) being prepared.  Pre-draft complete.  RSIC 
will be a participant.  RSIC will provide a concurrent review of draft along with 
FHWA. 

 SHPO does not have jurisdiction on Eagle Canyon parcel.  RSIC is a THPO, 
therefore, THPO will be a concurring party. 
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 Cliff will research whether RSIC should be a concurring or invited party now 
that Michon is THPO.  

 Could be a PA for SHPO and another for THPO, but probably be better as one 
document.  

 
3. Discussion regarding DEIS alternatives and effects to RSIC parcel.  

 June meeting with RSIC showed roadway design only.  Now showing cut/fill, 
drainage, etc.  Team sent graphic with these elements this past Fall to RSIC. 

 Concerns regarding the Eagle Canyon property—Right-of-Way takes and traffic 
impacts. 

 Site challenge is reduced footprint. Question becomes whether mitigation is 
appropriate and if so, what type of mitigation.  Need information to make 
recommendation to tribal council.  What are impacts to commercial potential? 

 Team would need to know more about plan.  Per RSIC, still planned for strip 
commercial. 

 Jim indicated that team, as part of economic impact assessment, can drill down 
and take a harder look at Trust parcel.  Final issue would be mitigation 
commitments.  Possibility of exchange with another parcel.  RSIC would prefer 
independent consultant for analysis of other similar properties for potential 
exchange. 

 Sewer line now in place.  Other utilities in place to serve property expansion. 
 24 acre Moana Nursery has 20 year lease.  They plan a $900K expansion.  RSIC 

would like to resign Moana for long term lease for larger acreage.  
 Team to provide basic information on ROW process. Does Uniform Act apply to 

tribal property? 
 When does disclosure have to occur to potential property buyers/leasees? 
 Parcel development is not currently eminent.  RSIC thinks interchange at Eagle 

Canyon may detract certain interests. 
 Can advance ROW purchase occur?  Feds cannot tell tribe to stop work on their 

parcel. 
 No other issues beside economics. 
 Economic analysis can be done as part of relocation analysis. 

 
4. RTP update underway. 
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5. Need to contact BIA in Carson City–Athena Brown is point of contact  
(FHWA to contact).  

 

Summary of Action Items 
Action Item Responsible Party 

 Research whether RSIC should be a concurring or invited 
party.  

Cliff C. 

 Send RSIC walk-over survey data. Jacobs 

 Send RSIC basic info on ROW process. Jacobs 

 Provide a map of the project area parcels for RSIC 
review. 

Jacobs 

 Contact BIA to engage in the conversation  Del A. 
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Meeting Minutes 
 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection EIS Study 
 
Purpose: BIA Coordination/Discuss RSIC Property Impacts  
 
Date Held: January 31, 2012 
 
Location: BIA Offices, Carson City, NV 
 
Attendees:  

BLM: Jo Ann Hufnagle 
BIA: Amy Roberts, Roseanna Roberts, Suzette Claypool, Dan 

Allen, Mike Johnson (via conference call) Athena Brown  
RSIC: Steve Moran, Michon R. Eben, Scott Nebesky, Vicky 

Oldenburg, 
 RTC: Doug Maloy 

FHWA: Abdelmoez Abdalla 
NDOT: Chris Young, Sabra Gilbert-Young 
Jacobs: Jim Clarke 
CH2MHill: Cindy Potter 

  
Copies: Attendees, File 550 
 
 
Summary of Discussion: 
 
1. Project Status Update 

 Sabra Gilbert-Young provided an overview of coordination with RSIC conducted to 
date. 

 Study team provided study overview. 

a. Discussed alternatives development process.  

b. DEIS Status. 

c. RSIC currently serves as a participating agency.  

d. Cindy P. provided overview of alternatives’ physical effect on RSIC parcel.  
Avoidance of any impacts would require realigning to the east and result in 
significant impacts to existing commercial properties on east side of Pyramid at 
Eagle Canyon and residential properties north and south of Eagle Canyon.   

 ROW Issues 
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a. Discussion regarding right of way effects to RSIC parcel at Pyramid/Eagle Canyon 
intersection: 

b. Del A. explained that we’re still early in the process, and therefore it’s still very 
early to discuss ROW Issues.  However, an idea that has emerged--wanted to 
discuss with BIA the possibility of “swapping” land with BLM. 

c. Jo Ann H  not aware of specific process that would allow for this swap. BLM’s 
updated Management Plan will consider lands for federal disposal. BLM RMP 
might be the means identify public lands for disposal that RSIC may be interested 
in acquiring in the future.  However, BLM land in this area likely wouldn’t have 
the same commercial potential.  

d. Chris Y.  A relocation process/plan will be developed for the project as a whole.  
Trust land would be considered as a special condition in some respects.  
However, NDOT needs to avoid the appearance of preferential treatment for the 
tribe relative to other affected landowners.  We can discuss issues further with 
NDOT ROW Division.  (They were invited to meeting but could not attend due to 
conflicts). Jim C. will set up ROW Meeting. 

e. What is process to acquire trust land?  Mike Johnson: tribe would have to be 
compensated at fair market value. The Tribal Council would have to approve. 
Trust land can be condemned, but it’s done very rarely. Has to be initiated by the 
federal government. 

f. Just because there’s suitable replacement property doesn’t mean local 
government will approve future trust land. 

 NEPA  

a. Need to contact BIA Phoenix office for any NEPA clearance needs for acquisition 
of trust land. Suzette Claypool can provide contact information 

b. BIA invited to be a participating agency at onset of DEIS but no response 
received. Based on discussion, FHWA will invite BIA and RSIC to be consulting 
parties to the EIS.  Jim  Will check on timelines for Administrative DEIS review 
that this involves. 

c. Based on discussion, the Study team agreed to conduct an archaeological 
pedestrian survey for entire RSIC parcel.  

 Economic Development 

a. Steve Moran described economic development plans for trust parcel. RSIC 
concerns regarding the Eagle Canyon property—Right-of-Way takes and 
access/traffic impacts. 
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b. Site challenge to the RSIC is reduced footprint and impacts on ability to develop 
the property. Question becomes whether mitigation is appropriate and if so, what 
type of mitigation.  Need information to make recommendation to tribal council.  
What are impacts to commercial potential? 

c. 24 acre Moana Nursery has 20 year lease.  They plan a $900K expansion.  RSIC 
would like to re-sign Moana for long term lease for larger acreage. 

d. It’s not just impacts to specific parcel; need to consider larger plan to provide 
employment opportunities to Hungry Valley. 

e. RSIC would prefer independent consultant for analysis of other similar properties 
for potential exchange. Steve Moran would like to have FHWA and NDOT pay for 
economic impact assessment.  Del  would RTC or NDOT pay for this? Scott N. 
doesn’t BIA have any special funds for an economic study? Athena  will check 
with BIA NEPA/environmental staff on availability of funds. 

 

 
Summary of Action Items 

Action Item Responsible Party 
Schedule meeting between Study team, NDOT ROW,   Jim C. (Jacobs) 

Provide contact information for BIA NEPA staff. Suzette Claypool 
(BIA) 

Invite BIA and RSIC to be a consulting parties to the EIS.  Del A (FHWA) 

Conduct an archaeological pedestrian survey for entire 
RSIC parcel. 

Jim C. (Jacobs) 

Check with BIA NEPA environmental staff on availability 
of funds for economic study 

Athena Brown (BIA) 

Check on timelines for Administrative DEIS review Jim C. (Jacobs) 

 
 
E:\Pyramid EIS — BIA_RSIC Meeting_013112.doc 



 
 

1 of 6 

 

 

Meeting Minutes 
 
 
Project: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection EIS Study 
 
Purpose: Reno-Sparks Indian Colony Coordination Regarding Tribal Parcel 
 
Date Held: April 26, 2012 
 
Location: RTC Offices, Reno, Nevada 
 
Attendees: FHWA Del Abdalla 

RSIC Michon Eben, Scott Nebesky, Steve Moran, Vicky Oldenburg 
BIA Suzette Claypool 
NDOT Paul Saucedo 
RTC Doug Maloy 
Jacobs Bryan Gant, Jim Clarke and Misty Swan (via phone) 
CH2M Hill Cindy Potter 

 
Copies: Attendees, File 
 
 
Summary of Discussion: 
 
1. The purpose of the meeting was to present the Nevada Department of Transportation’s 

(NDOT’s) right-of-way acquisition process, and discuss Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
(RSIC) concerns and options for their parcel located near the Eagle Canyon/Pyramid 
Highway interchange, which would be affected by the project.  

2. The meeting agenda and sign-in sheet are attached. 

3. Bryan Gant began the meeting with an overview of the project status.  The 
Administrative DEIS is currently under review by NDOT.  After NDOT comments are 
addressed, the DEIS will be submitted to FHWA. Then the DEIS will be submitted to 
FHWA legal counsel and cooperating agencies for a 30-day review period.  The DEIS will 
then be made available to the public for review. The Final EIS and a Record of Decision 
from FHWA are anticipated to be complete in early 2014. Project construction is 
expected to be phased, with construction likely starting in the southern portion no 
sooner than 2018. Construction in the northern portion, where the RSIC parcel is 
located, would likely start around 2030.   

4. FHWA sent letters on March 29, 2012 to the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the 
RSIC inviting them to participate as cooperating agencies on the project.  A response 
accepting the invitation to be a cooperating agency is needed.    

5. Jim Clarke provided an overview of the discussion at the previous meeting held with the 
RSIC on January 31, 2012. A figure was presented illustrating the project footprint at 
the Eagle Canyon/Pyramid Highway interchange and options for shifting the footprint. 
During that meeting there was discussion regarding the possibility of swapping the 
RSIC parcel with BLM land in another location. Initial thoughts were that there may not 
be BLM land in this general area that would be suitable for commercial development. 
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BLM was unaware of a specific process for a land swap. Discussed FHWA inviting the 
BIA and RSIC to serve as cooperating agencies, and overview of economic development 
plans for the RSIC parcel and challenges for moving forward. Discussed that a separate 
economic impact analysis would be helpful to the RSIC, as well as more information on 
NDOT’s right-of-way acquisition process. 

6. Following summary of January meeting, it was discussed that there may be suitable 
BLM land with commercial potential available farther south in the study area. The land 
would not need to be located in the immediate area of the Eagle Canyon/Pyramid 
interchange.  Scott Neblesky to provide Jim Clarke with potential locations.  Jim Clarke 
will check with BLM regarding land in other areas identified for disposal in the current 
Resource Management Plan.   

7. Paul Saucedo presented NDOT”s process for right-of-way acquisition. 

 Need sufficient level of design (approximate 60 percent design) to determine exact 
right-of-way required. Because of project phasing, the 60 percent design for 
northern portion is years out. 

 Notify property owner of need for right-of-way. 
 Hire appraiser to conduct appraisal. 
 When appraisal complete, hire another appraiser to review. 
 Appraisal considers use of property and zoning. Determines highest best use of land 

being acquired.  
 For partial acquisition, appraisal evaluates continued viability of land use. The 

appraiser performs a before and after analysis in the appraisal report to determine 
any damages to the remainder property, in the after condition.   

 Once the appraisal and the appraisal review are complete these two documents will 
be used to set just compensation for the property.  Once just compensation is set 
then a representative will be assigned to meet with the property owner to present a 
letter of offer for the property needed. 

 Relocation assistance is offered to all businesses, if the business must move as a 
result of the acquisition of the property.  Relocation assistance is provided in finding 
replacement sites, and paying for moving and re-establishment expenses.  

 For tribal land, no condemnation is done – a deal must be negotiated. During this 
process, all options are on the table, including modifying the project design. NDOT 
wants a win/win situation for both parties. 

 
8. RSIC is concerned about how to address uncertainty for tenants.   

9. It was discussed that the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a planning 
document. The project build-out could be 20 years out and the needs and 
corresponding design would need to be re-evaluated.  It is not practical to make 
assumptions on right-of-way needs for the purposes of determining impacts to 
individual parcels.  .Jim explained that the EIS will address physical impact, access, and 
circulation changes, etc.  Separate from the EIS, the team could possibly prepare a 
whitepaper that contains information such as increased traffic volumes that could be 
useful to RSIC and BIA. 

10. What would BIA’s role be? BIA will look at EIS information and review.  The BIA will 
take into account the RSIC’s plans for the parcel in their review.  
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11. RSIC is concerned about impacts from both right-of-way acquisition and change in 

access.  Paul and Doug reiterated that we are still in the planning stages and right-of-
way determination and access would not be known until a 60 percent design of a phase 
in this location occurs.   

12. Based on the increase in traffic volumes projected by this study, there would be some 
project benefits to the RSIC parcel.   The RSIC parcel would potentially be in a better 
position than other parcels in the interchange area because the limited access from the 
proposed freeway would concentrate commercial development in interchange areas. 
Development would have more exposure. The RSIC representative said this information 
would be helpful. 

13. Regarding RSIC’s request for RTC or NDOT to fund an economic analysis, concerns 
were expressed that an economic analysis of the parcel at this stage would require that 
too many assumptions be made and would not result in a useful analysis. Until we know 
exactly what will be constructed, it would only be speculative. 

14. RSIC concerns related to viability of property in 20 years. What tenants are viable for 
the site – one large tenant or several small tenants?  Property owners can and do 
develop their properties as planned.  If a project moves forward and right-of-way is 
required and changes in access occur, the impacts resulting from those steps are all 
factored into the process of determining just compensation.  When appraised, NDOT 
evaluates the before and after condition of the parcel, which is difficult to do now if 
project construction is 20 to 30 years out. Some concepts have been developed for the 
parcel. RSIC can provide (and have provided) more detailed layout of plans for parcel. 
Could evaluate what types of commercial development could accommodate that size of 
parcel and check commercial zoning to determine how much parking is required. 

15. Could an appraisal be advanced? Paul indicated that an appraisal cannot be performed 
because the right of way has not been determined. We are in the planning process and 
the discussion of an appraisal at this point in time is premature. 

16. The EIS can be re-evaluated. Decisions in the EIS can change. That is why appraisal is 
not done until 60 percent design is complete. 

17. Timing creates issues for RSIC – typically have 25-year term leases on parcel, so a 20-
year timeframe for project construction creates problem for the RSIC and tenants. Need 
information on project timing to include in any lease.  

18. The EIS includes footprint of right-of-way anticipated. EIS presents general right-of-
way, traffic, and environmental impacts. 

19. RSIC asked why the tribe is being involved now if you are just going ahead with the 
project.  What is the tribe to sign-off on? This parcel is a significant property to the 
tribe. Can they depend on property for employment for Hungry Valley residents and 
revenue? The RSIC is involved in the process because they are a sovereign nation, a 
parcel owner, a participating agency, and (soon) a cooperating agency.  In those roles, 
the RSIC will review the Draft and Final EIS documents and comment on the 
information and the process.  

20. Is there sufficient information now for the RSIC to comment on? The EIS provides 
information on traffic access, traffic, remnant property and viability of planned 
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development and environmental resources such as noise, visual, etc. What additional 
information would the RSIC need to make comments?  

21. Information described above is what RSIC anticipated would be included in an economic 
analysis.  Discussion was that perhaps the RSIC could prepare an outline of specifics 
they want to know and submit to the BIA.  

22. How will BIA handle impacts to the tribe?  BIA would: 

a. provide technical assistance to the tribe. 

b. involve their economic and real estate people.  

c. engage their regional office.  

23. Need to engage BIA’s NEPA staff - Amy Heuslein and Garry Cantley.  Need to engage 
them to determine if there are any actions. 

24. Suzette is local coordinator and reviews documents, but it is the BIA regional office that 
approves documents.  

25. It was discussed that we will look at impacts and provide to the BIA and tribe would 
draw their own conclusions – not FHWA.  

26. RSIC asked for a schematic of the interchange.  Must keep in mind regarding footprint 
– cannot set right-of-way based on that. Schematic will show area of potential effect. 
Will provide footprint with caveat that this is best information we have at this time. 

 
 

Action Items: 
 

Summary of Action Items 

Action Item Responsible Party 
Follow-up on acceptance by BIA and RSIC of FHWA invitation to 
serve as cooperating agencies. 

FHWA 

Contact BLM regarding land within study area identified for disposal 
in the current RMP as option for land swap. 

Jacobs 

Develop whitepaper presenting potential impacts to RSIC parcel. 
Jacobs (with NDOT 

assistance) 

Send schematic of interchange to RSIC Jacobs 
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Reno-Sparks Indian Colony Coordination Meeting 
April 26, 2012 
 
 

AGENDA: 

1. Introductions 

2. Project Status 

3. Overview of January 31 Meeting/Action Item Review 

4. NDOT Right-of-way Acquisition Process  
a. Factors considered in appraisal  
b. Trust land acquisition  
c. Possible timeframe for  project right-of-way acquisition and 

construction 

5. Reno-Sparks Indian Colony concerns / options for parcel 

a. Economic Analysis 
b. Proceeding with planned development 
c. Disclosure to potential property buyers/leasees 
d. Identifying suitable property replacement 
e. Information Needed for Tribal Counsel 

 

6. Next Steps 
 

 



 

 

 

 





 

  
MEMO 

 
TO: Scott Nebesky - Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 

(RSIC); Suzette Claypool - Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA) 

DATE: Dec. 28, 2012

 
FROM: Abdelmoez A. Abdalla, Environmental and Research Program Manager 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration-Nevada Division 

 
SUBJECT: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector Environmental Impact Statement 

Summary of Potential Impacts to the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony Property 
 
COPIES: Bureau of Indian Affairs; Doug Maloy, RTC; Chris Young, NDOT; Sabra 

Gilbert-Young, NDOT, Jim Clarke and Bryan Gant, Jacobs; Project File 
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize potential impacts and benefits that could 
result from the proposed Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector project on a 22-acre parcel held 
in trust for the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony (RSIC) (RSIC parcel) by the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA).  The RSIC parcel is located in Washoe County south of Eagle Canyon Road and west of 
Pyramid Highway in the northern portion of the Study Area, and is zoned commercial.  
 
This memorandum summarizes impacts and benefits determined through the process of 
preparing the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As cooperating 
agencies to the EIS, RSIC and BIA will have an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 
EIS prior to completion of that document.  
 
Project Background 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT) and the Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County (RTC), 
is currently preparing an EIS to identify and evaluate transportation improvements along the 
Pyramid Highway corridor and a proposed connection between Pyramid Highway and US 395.  
The Study Area surrounds the existing Pyramid Highway from Calle de la Plata at the northern 
end to Queen Way at the southern end. The Study Area also includes the area where portions 
of the proposed roadway connecting existing Pyramid Highway and US 395 (called the US 395 
Connector) may be located, extending from near Dandini Boulevard on the western end to Vista 
Boulevard on the east end (see Figure 1 attached).  FHWA has been consulting with the RSIC 
since inception of the EIS. 
 
Under all build alternatives, improvements would convert Pyramid Highway to a limited-access 
freeway between Highland Ranch Parkway and Eagle Canyon Drive, with half interchanges at 
Eagle Canyon Drive, Dolores Drive, Lazy 5 Parkway, and Highland Ranch Parkway, and one-
way frontage roads between each half interchange (see Figure 2 attached).   
 
Right-of-Way Impacts 
Right-of-way that may be needed to construct the proposed transportation improvements is 
being assessed as part of the current EIS process. Right-of-way impacts currently shown in the 
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Draft EIS are presented in this memorandum. Those impacts are based on a preliminary level of 
design, which provides an adequate level of detail to evaluate impacts for the Draft EIS. Right-
of-way requirements in the EIS are conservative, and represent a worst case scenario so that 
design refinements that could occur during the final design process would fall within the footprint 
of the EIS. The final design process begins after the Record of Decision is signed, which marks 
the completion of the EIS process. If it were determined that right-of-way is needed beyond that 
shown in the EIS as a result of refinements made during the final design process, the FHWA 
would be required to revisit the NEPA process, including coordination with the RSIC and BIA. 
Because the proposed project would be implemented in stages, beginning with the southern 
portion of the project, it is anticipated that final design for the northern portion of the Study Area, 
where the RSIC parcel is located, would not occur for ten or more years, depending on funding 
availability for design and construction. 
 
Re-evaluations are required after a certain amount of time has passed, as described under 23 
Code of Federal Regulations Section 771.129 (Re-evaluations):   

 A written evaluation of the final EIS will be required before further approvals may be 
granted if major steps to advance the action (e.g., authority to undertake final design, 
authority to acquire a significant portion of the right-of-way, or approval of the plans, 
specifications and estimates) have not occurred within three years after the approval 
of the final EIS, final EIS supplement, or the last major Administration approval or 
grant. 

 After approval of the ROD, FONSI, or CE designation, the applicant shall consult 
with the Administration prior to requesting any major approvals or grants to establish 
whether or not the approved environmental document or CE designation remains 
valid for the requested Administration action. These consultations will be 
documented when determined necessary by the Administration. 

 
Field reviews, additional environmental studies, and coordination with other agencies occur as 
necessary during the re-evaluation process.   
 
Potential impacts to the RSIC parcel would be the same under all build alternatives. As shown 
currently in the DEIS, all build alternatives would require partial acquisition of the RSIC parcel 
for right-of-way improvements. Potential property acquisition from the RSIC parcel located along 
the existing Pyramid Highway alignment would be approximately 3.05 acres (13.9 percent) of 
the 22-acre parcel.  Figure 3 (attached) shows the area of the RSIC parcel that is shown as 
being within the Project Footprint. The proposed improvements would provide access to the 
RSIC parcel from the proposed frontage road included under all build alternatives.  
 
Economic Impacts/Property Value 
The proposed one-way frontage road and access changes would result in out-of-direction travel. 
The purpose of the frontage roads proposed for this project is to manage access in the area by 
providing lower-speed access adjacent to the improved Pyramid freeway and to separate local 
traffic from higher-speed through traffic on the freeway.  These changes would likely result in a 
net benefit to the businesses in the area, including the future commercial shopping area, by 
improving capacity and ease of access to the general area through the conversion of Pyramid 
Highway to a limited-access freeway as compared to the no-action alternative. 
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Employment growth in the Study Area would occur regardless of whether or not the project is 
implemented. However, studies show that investment in transportation infrastructure can 
stimulate local economies, both in the short- and long-term. Therefore, the transportation 
improvements and improved access provided by all build alternatives would boost the potential 
for economic growth and employment. In addition, areas near interchanges, such as the RSIC 
parcel south of Eagle Canyon Road and west of Pyramid Highway, would serve as attractive 
areas for business investment.  
 
To discuss how a change in access will affect the success of a business, it is important to first 
determine the type of business – drive-by or destination1.  For drive-by businesses (those 
businesses that customers frequent more on impulse or while driving by) customers expect to 
get in and out easily; therefore, the critical issues are visibility, signage, and convenient access. 
Frontage roads maintain good visibility for businesses along a major road and it is typically 
apparent how to enter and exit the road to get to a business.  
 
For destination businesses (those that customers plan to visit before they start their trip, such as 
doctor or dentist offices, major retailers, sit-down restaurants, etc.) a driveway on a congested 
highway or a highway that is perceived as unsafe may intimidate customers from making the 
trip. Most small destination businesses benefit more from access to a lower speed minor road.  
Frontage roads along a highway allow customers to enter and exit businesses conveniently and 
safely, away from faster moving through-traffic. 
 
An increase in property value of the RSIC parcel may occur as a result of the increased 
exposure and decreased traffic congestion along Eagle Canyon Road and Pyramid Highway, 
leading to better access because of the traffic relief that the new facility may provide along 
Eagle Canyon Road and Pyramid Highway.  
 
In addition, the build alternatives would provide a new access point for the future commercial 
shopping area currently planned on the RSIC parcel, which could also result in an increase in 
property value for the parcel.  
 
Research shows that access management improvements alone do not appear to increase or 
decrease business failure rates2. This makes sense considering that many factors other than 
highway access can affect business success.  “Before and After” studies of businesses in 
Florida, Iowa, Minnesota, and Texas along highways where access has been managed found 
that the vast majority of businesses do as well or better after the access management 
improvements are completed. Additionally, most property owners surveyed following an access 
management improvement project do not report any adverse effect of the project on property 
values. A study of property values on Texas corridors with access management improvements 
found that land values stayed the same or increased, with very few exceptions3. A study of 
commercial property values along a major access management improvement project in 
Minnesota found that property values depend more on the strength of the local economy and 

                                                 
1 Federal Highway Administration, Safe Access is Good for Business. 2006. 
(http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/amprimer/access_mgmt_primer.htm) 
2 Iowa State University, Iowa Access Management Research and Awareness Project, CTRE, 1997. 
3 Eisele, W. and W. Frawley, A Methodology for Determining Economic Impacts of Raised 
Medians: Data Analysis on Additional Case Studies, Research Report 3904-3, Texas 
Transportation Institute, College Station, Texas, October 1999. 
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the general location of the property in the metropolitan area, and that changes in access 
seemed to have little or no effect to the value of parcels4.  
 
The Moana Nursery consists of approximately 2 acres and is located on the RSIC parcel. 
Currently, the nursery has a 20-year lease, and it is our understanding that they plan to conduct 
a $900,000 expansion. RSIC would like to re-sign Moana Nursery for a long-term lease for 
larger acreage. Partial acquisition would be required from the nursery for construction of 
Pyramid Highway to a limited-access freeway, the new frontage road, and new access. The 
proposed improvements are preliminary, have not been approved and final design has not 
occurred, therefore they would not preclude expansion of the nursery property. Although the 
current access for the nursery would change, the traffic increases on the Pyramid freeway and 
the proposed frontage road would more than offset the impacts that could result due to the 
change in access because this business or others that could develop on this parcel would be 
provided with more exposure as a result of the proposed improvements. It is our opinion that, if 
property were to be acquired as shown, the remaining RSIC parcel would still allow for viable 
commercial development meeting the existing zoning requirements. 
 
A study of Kansas properties impacted by access changes found that the majority were suitable 
for the same types of commercial uses after the access management improvement project was 
completed. This was true even for businesses that had direct access before the project and 
access only via frontage roads after project completion5. 
 
The main reasons businesses succeed include experience of management, quality of customer 
service, quality of the product or service provided, adequate financing and investment, well-
trained employees, level and nature of competition, and keeping costs competitive6. In fact, 
access is one of the lesser factors that customers will consider when weighed against price, 
service, product, and store amenities. 
 
Transportation Impacts 
Each build alternative is projected to increase the amount of traffic using Pyramid Highway over 
the No-Action Alternative. Each build alternative would result in similar traffic volume increases 
on Pyramid where this property is located. For each of the build alternatives, the year 2035 daily 
traffic volumes on Pyramid would increase by approximately 30,000 trips per day south of Calle 
de la Plata.  Traffic volumes are similarly projected to increase to almost 110,000 trips per day 
north of Disc Drive. As mentioned above, this increase in traffic would result in an increased 
exposure to the future commercial shopping area planned for the RSIC parcel, which would 
benefit those businesses and this property.  
 
Compared to the No-Action Alternative, each of the build alternatives are projected to result in 
an increase in total regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). However, the increase in VMT would 

                                                 
4 Plazak, D. and H. Preston, Long-Term Impacts of Access Management on Business and Land 
Development along Minnesota Interstate-394, Proceedings of the 2005 Mid-Continent 
Transportation Research Symposium, CTRE - Iowa State University, 2005. 
5 Rees, M., T. Orrick, and R. Marx, Police Power Regulation of Highway Access and Traffic Flow in 
the State of Kansas, presentation, 79th Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board, 
Washington D.C., January 10, 2000. 
6 Holland, R., Planning Against a Business Failure, ADC Info #24, University of Tennessee, 
October 1998. 



MEMORANDUM  
Summary of Potential Impacts to the RSIC Property  
Page 5 of 9 
 
 
result in a decrease in vehicle hours traveled (VHT) because the increase in capacity and shift 
of trips from congested arterials to freeway facilities would result in less congestion and faster 
travel speeds. 
 
Currently, traffic connects to Eagle Canyon Road, which would remain with the build alternatives 
for this project. A slight decrease in traffic volumes along Eagle Canyon Road is anticipated 
because traffic would be redistributed to the new frontage roads proposed with the build 
alternatives for this project. The frontage road would be constructed adjacent to the future 
commercial shopping area planned on the RSIC parcel, where there would be an increase in 
traffic and exposure.  
 
Noise Impacts 
Traffic would move closer to the future commercial shopping area as a result of the proposed 
one-way frontage road, resulting in potential noise impacts. However, outdoor uses are not 
proposed for the future commercial shopping area, and the proposed project is not 
recommending any noise walls in this area.   
 
Air Quality Impacts 
The study is federally funded and the proposed improvements are included in the Regional 
Transportation Commission (RTC’s) 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 2014 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The 2030 RTP was approved by RTC on 
November 13, 2008, and by FHWA on March 3, 2009. The 2014 TIP amendment was adopted 
by RTC on August 12, 2010.  
 
The results of the project-level carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot analysis indicated that the 
project would meet the transportation conformity requirements because the build alternatives 
and the No-Action Alternative would not cause or contribute to any new localized CO violations, 
increase the frequency or severity of any exiting violations, or delay timely attainment of the CO 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  
 
This project also meets the conformity requirements for PM10 (particulate matter less than ten 
microns in diameter) because this project is not considered a project of air quality concern.  
 
The Final EIS will contain the conformity determination. In addition, updates to the air quality 
analysis may need to be completed depending on the revised RTP. Results of the revised 
analysis would be included in the Final EIS. 
 
Historic and Cultural Properties 
A walkover survey and Class I records search was conducted for the Pyramid Highway project, 
which found no historic or cultural resources on the RSIC parcel. NDOT and RTC have agreed 
to survey the entire RSIC parcel for archeological resources as part of the Final EIS.  
 
Right-of-Way Mitigation 
Each tribe functions as a sovereign nation and has its own tribal council and rules that may vary 
from tribe to tribe. For rights-of-way held in trust, a “Tribal Resolution” would be required from 
the specific tribal council governing that land and a Letter of Decision from BIA. The Study 
Team has coordinated with RSIC and BIA since the onset of the EIS process. Both agencies 
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serve as cooperating agencies to the EIS.  The Final EIS will provide further details on the 
proposed acquisition of the trust land.  
 
If approved, before or during final design the RTC and/or NDOT would be required to prepare a 
comprehensive relocation/acquisition plan. The plan would be administered by NDOT and 
adhere to NDOT right-of-way requirements. Any right-of-way acquisition would comply with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended (URA) Section 205(a).  
 
All reasonable opportunities to minimize the acquisition of or impacts to private property would 
be taken during the final design stage.  
 
The preparation of the EIS that is occurring in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and any future improvements that may result from approval of the EIS, in no 
way precludes the RSIC or any other entity from immediate or long term commercial or 
residential property development. As is the case with all property acquisition for public right-of-
way, at the time that the right-of-way needs are determined, the entity responsible for acquiring 
the property would, in accordance with the Uniform Act, assess the value of the parcel that 
would include any existing improvements and impacts to those improvements. 
 
 
 
J:\_Transportation\241922.001 Pyramid\screening\reports\tribal\Memo RSIC Parcel Impacts - 121812 vers.doc 
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Figure 1:  Study Area 
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Figure 2 – Elements Common to All Build Alternatives 
 

 



Figure 3 – Potential Impacts at RSIC Parcel 
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Old Pyramid Highway    Built 1934‐1935 
Sparks, Washoe County, 89436    APN: 3518203, 83061210 

 
Federal Highway Administration Eligibility Determination 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Justification 
 
The contractor recommended two segments of the 1934-1935 Old Pyramid Highway as eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A because the road is 
associated with events important to local history as a main highway in the region leading to 
Pyramid Lake from Reno, and because these are the only known segments of the road. 
 
The FHWA has determined that Segment A and Segment B of the Old Pyramid Highway are not 
eligible for the NRHP because the two segments no longer retain sufficient integrity to convey 
their historical associations.  
 
Integrity  
Integrity is not only important to a resource being evaluated under Criteria C, it is also 
necessary for a resource being evaluated under Criteria A. A resource may have associations 
with the broad patterns of history; however, if the integrity of the resource is so low that it cannot 
convey those associations, then it does not meet the requirements for being eligible for listing 
on the NRHP (NPS 1997:12).     
 
The character defining features of a mid 1930s-era highway in Nevada are: 

 Related signage and road markers 
 Original alignment 
 Culverts constructed of rubble masonry 
 Asphalt paved surface 
 Original roadway dimensions  
 Integrity of setting 

 
These are the essential physical features that must be present for a historic road to represent its 
significance. The integrity of setting is particularly vital. By their nature, roads are connected to 
the landscape and the setting. The points they link are as important as the scenery that passes 
by on the journey. The surrounding human built and natural landscape must retain enough 
integrity to convey the feeling of the road’s historic-era.       
 
The Old Pyramid Highway has no related signage or road markers. A metal pipe embedded in a 
rock cairn may be a marker that was associated with the road; however, its original function is 
not evident from the physical remains. The two segments of road represent the original 1934-
1935 alignment of the road. A small culvert with granite masonry remains. Most of the asphalt 
has deteriorated to the point that it is no longer identifiable as asphalt. The original roadway 
dimensions of about 23 feet wide are discernible, though many sections have become 
overgrown and it is difficult to decide where exactly the roadbed ends and the ground begins. 
The setting of the road has changed from rural, undeveloped land to modern commercial areas 
with a large highway--the modern Pyramid Highway--traveling over parts of the historic route of 
the Pyramid Highway. The Old Pyramid Highway does not retain most of the character defining 
features and the features it does retain have poor integrity. The stone culvert would be the 
exception. The culvert appears to have good integrity of design, workmanship and materials, 
though the presence of a culvert alone is not enough to make a road segment eligible for the 
NRHP.      
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Design: Nevada FHWA recommends that at least one mile of road is necessary to convey the 
original design of a historic road. The essence of a road is that it travels through a landscape. 
Segments of road shorter than one mile lack the essential quality of a road, especially in areas 
of relatively level terrain such as the Old Pyramid Highway.  Segment A is .27 miles long and 
Segment B is .15 miles long. Even added together they do not have the length needed to 
suggest the sense of distance the road once had.   
 
Materials: The condition of a historic resource may be poor without affecting the integrity. 
However, in the case of the Old Pyramid Highway, the condition is so deteriorated that 
character defining features of the highway, such as asphalt, are missing.      
 
Location: The two segments of road (.42 miles) retain integrity of location. 
 
Workmanship: Extreme deterioration of the road has diminished the levels of integrity of 
workmanship. A small culvert, faced with granite ashlar is the only remaining element of the 
road that displays historic workmanship. The rest of the road has poor integrity of workmanship.  
 
Setting: The Historic Resource Inventory Form documents that the road segments have had 
“significant loss of their original setting and feeling due to nearby modern development.” 
Commercial development and the nearby modern Pyramid Highway have significantly changed 
the historically rural setting of the road.  
 
Feeling: The changes to the setting, coupled with the poor integrity of the resource leave the 
road with no expression of aesthetic or historic sense of a particular time period.     
 
The National Park Service advises that good integrity is essential for a property to convey its 
historical significance and association. While the Old Pyramid Highway may be locally 
significant for its historic role in connecting the Spanish Springs area to the Reno-Sparks area, 
these two segments of the Old Pyramid Highway are unable to convey this association because 
of severe deterioration and urban development of the setting.   
 
 
 
National Park Service 
1997 National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. 

U.S. Department of the Interior.   
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Depanment of Conservation and Phone: (775) 684-3448 STATE OF NEVADANatural Resources Fax: (775) 684-3442 

www.llvslzpo.orgRONALD M . JAMES 
State His/oric Preservation Officer 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 


STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 


August 31,2012 

Abdelmoez Abdalla, Environmental Program Manager 
US Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Re: 	 Additional Information for 
Detenninations of Eligibility for Pyramid Highway-US 395 Connection Project 
Architectural Inventory: Pyramid Highway/ US 395 Connection Project, Sparks Washoe 
County, Nevada 
EA: 73390 & 73391 

FHWA: DE-0191(065) & DE-019J(067) 

SHPO Undertaking Number: 201 0-0884 

SHPO Report Number: 8041 


Dear Mr. Abdalla, 

Thank you for the additional infonnation. The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
has reviewed the subject undertaking for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended. Based on the infonnation submitted in 
correspondence from FHWA dated and received August 3, 2012, the project consists of converting 
Pyramid Highway from an existing arterial to a freeway and constructing a new freeway from 
Pyramid Highway to US 395. At this time, the SHPO has been asked to provide comments 
regarding eligibility only. 

The additional infonnation for this project includes a revised historic context and additional 
documentation in the fonn of a Historic Resource Inventory Fonn (HRIF) for the Orr Ditch. This 
infonnation addresses SHPO's letter dated March 26, 2012. Thank you. 

The revised historic context supports resources evaluated under National Register Criterion A, B, 
and C. Criteria D was not addressed. 'This survey did not include archaeological survey, and, thus, 

http:www.llvslzpo.org
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no discussion of Criterion D considerations has been developed. The archaeological resources 
associated with the proposed undertaking will be described and National Register evaluation 
recommendations made in a separate report' (page 32). Criterion D, while most often applied to 
archaeological districts and sites, can apply to buildings, structures, and objects (National Register 
Bulletin 15, page 21). 

Electronic correspondence (dated June 14,2012) from Sara Fogelquist (SHPO) Liz Dickey 
(NDOT), regarding the revised context, indicates that' As long as the context evaluates the 
resources under all criteria and addresses all of the resources within the APE ... then the context 
would appear to support the eligibility recommendations in the HRIFs.' At this time, the SHPO 
recommends that the resources identified within the APE remain unevaluated under Criteria D. 

Resource Identification 
Regarding archaeological resources, the SHPO notes that the APE and the corresponding inventory 
will be submitted once the design information is available. 

Regarding architectural resources, those constructed in 1972 or earlier were documented utilizing 
Nevada's Historic Resource Information Form (RRIF). The APE includes 702 parcels and 631 
acres. Had the APE been constructed by buffer rather than by parcel the APE would have been 
more appropriate given the scale and nature of the undertaking (36 CRF 800.15 .d). 
Based on the submitted information: 

Thirty-three resources were documented using Nevada's Historic Resource Inventory Form (HRIF) 
and 3 potentially eligible historic districts were identified, including the Sierra Vista Ranch Historic 
District, the Iratcabal Farm Historic District, and the Trosi Family/Kiley Ranch Historic District. 
(Please see list below.) 

Based on the submitted information, the SHPO concurs with FHW A that the following 8 resources 
are not individually eligible but are eligible as contributing resources within the Sierra Vista 
Historic District (SHPO Resource Number: D93) : 

SHPO Resource 
# Number Individual Eligibility District Elh?:ibiIity 

1 B 11946 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

2 Bl1947 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

3 B 11948 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

4 B 11949 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

5 B 11950 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

6 B 11951 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

7 B 11952 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

8 B 11953 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 
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Based on the submitted infonnation, the SHPO concurs with FHWA that the following 4 resources 
are not individually eligible but are eligible as contributing resources within the Trosi FamilylKiley 
Ranch Historic District (SHPO Resource Number: D94): 

SHPO Resource 
# Number Individual Eligibility District Eligibility 

1 B 11954 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

2 B 11955 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

3 B 11956 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

4 B 11957 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

The HRIF completed for the Trosi Family/Kiley Ranch Historic District includes a reference to a 
previous survey. 'Finally, another portion of this ranch (Locus 1) has been previously 
recommended eligible under Criterion D due to its ability to offer significant information pertinent 
to the research topics detailed in other reports (Peterson and Stoner 2003). This portion of the ranch 
is outside the current parcel boundary due to subdivision of the ranch and ownership changes during 
the 2000s.' the SHPO notes that per the Archi tectural Inventory, the ci ted report completed by 
Peterson and Stoner was not submitted to SHPO for review (page 59). Please forward a copy of this 
report for SHPO's records and reference. 

Based on the submitted information, the SHPO concurs with FHWA that the following 10 resources 
are not individually eligible but are eligible as contributing resources within the Iratcabal Farm 
Historic District (SHPO Resource Number: D94): 

SHPO Resource 
# Number Individual Eligibility District Eligibility 

1 BI1958 Not Eligible Contributi~, A & C 

2 B 11959 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

3 B 11960 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

4 B 11961 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

5 B11962 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 
6 B 11963 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 
7 B 11964 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 
8 B 11965 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 
9 B 11966 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

10 B 11967 Not Eligible Contributing, A & C 

Based on the submitted infonnation, the SHPO concurs with FHWA that the following 2 properties 
are eligible for listing in the NRHP: 

SHPO Resource 
# Number Eligibility 
1 S820 Eligible, A & B 

2 S828 Eligible, A, B, C 
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Based on the submitted infonnation, the SHPO concurs with FHWA that the following 10 
properties are not eligible for listing in the NRHP: 

# 
SHPO Resource 

Number Eligibility 

Not Eligible1 BI1968 
2 B 11969 Not Eligible 

3 BI1970 Not Eligible 

4 BI1971 Not Eligible 

5 B11972 Not Eligible 

6 B 11973 Not Eligible 

7 B 11974 Not Eligible 

8 B 11975 Not Eligible 

9 B 11976 Not Eligible 

10 B 11977 Not Eligible 

Based on the submitted infonnation, the SHPO cannot concur with FHWA that the following 
resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

# 
SHPO Resource 

Number Eligibility 

1 S821 Unevaluated 

Although the consultant recommended the resource (S 821: The Old Pyramid Highway) as eligible 
under Criteria A, FHWA recommend the resource as not eligible due to diminished integrity. 

The HRIF indicates that resource retains its original aligrunent and that' Although the segments 
recorded are in overall fair condition, they are the only known recorded segments of the old 
highway and are therefore recommended eligible under Criterion A (page 7). The SHPO questions 
ifthere are other examples ofthe Old Pyramid Highway that retain better integrity and that are 
being preserved. 

The architectural inventory indicates that as a fonn of mitigation for S821 would be the completion 
ofa document to 'place the impacted segments within the greater context of the highway and they 
development of the local transportation system' (page 73). The SHPO questions why this would be 
completed for mitigation and not completed as part of a context to support an eligibility 
recommendation for the resource. Another context that might further support an eligibility 
recommendation for S821 is A Cultural Resource Inventory for the Pyramid Lake Pauite Tribe's 
Proposed Pelican Pointe Project, Washoe County, Nevada, which was completed in 2011 by Kautz 
Environmental. A copy is available at the SHPO upon request. 

At this time, the SHPO recommends treating S821 as unevaluated. 
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The SHPO notes that other resources within the APE were identified but were not evaluated on an 
HRIF. These resources include the Reno Arch Missionary Church (B 11979), the Sparks Christian 
Church (B 11978), and the GibbonsNan Meter House (B 11980), all of which are currently in 
agency review for a different FHWA project. 

Project Effects 
Although this letter is not intended to address project effects, the SHPO notes that there appears to 
be a discrepancy between FHWA's correspondence dated September 8,2011 and the architectural 
inventory (revised June 2012), which was submitted with FHWA's correspondence, dated August 3, 
2012. 

Per FHWA correspondence (dated 9.8.11): 
The project is not expected to induce development that would expand the APE beyond those 
areas stated above. In terms of induced development, this project includes two types of 
roadway improvements: improvements to existing roads, or construction of new roads. 
New road construction for this project generally would occur on steeper slopes in BLM­
owned property and/or zoned open space. These areas are not likely to be developed in 
reasonably foreseeable future due to development restrictions and the costs associated with, 
developing lands on steep slopes, especially when there are currently a large number of 
vacant commercial buildings available. 

New development, as a result of improvements to existing roads, is not expected to exceed 
the visual APE range because: 1) there is existing available commercial space on Pyramid 
Highway, 2) the likelihood that development would be commercial along the existing road, 
3) development would be as far from the proposed alignment as current development, and 4) 
the cost of leveling any new parcel in the APE (page 5). 

Per the architectural inventory (revised June 20112): 
Other indirect effects anticipated from th~ proposed transportation improvement project are 
likely to include further degradation of the setting of the resources due to increased access 
that can reasonably be expected to lead to greater traffic volumes. Also, further land 
development (residential and commercial) on the lands near and around the historic 
properties is anticipated because of increased accessibility offered by the highway 
improvements. These effects could best be mitigated tlrrough the photo-documentation of 
the historic properties accompanied by intensive archival and oral history research of the 
tlrree historic districts and the Spanish Springs Valley. Similarly, the cumulative effect of 
the project is likely to be further urban growth and the degradation of the setting of the 
historic properties (page 72). 

Addi tionally, regarding the Trosi/Kiley Ranch, per the architectural inventory (revised June 2012): 
There are other buildings, including a bam, that were visible from the road and appear to be 
historically associated with the ranch, but are today outside of the parcel (page 63) 
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And; 

The anticipated view shed alterations at the Trosi Family/Kiley Ranch will involve the 
introduction of a new intersection and transition from grade level to elevated highway west 
and northeast of the historic district (page 64). 

Based on the information noted above, there appears to be additional, visible resources that were not 
included in the Area of Potential Effect (APE), given the proposed project description. Although 
the Programmatic Agreement (P A) for this undertaking is still in draft, the SHPO will require a 
reevaluation of the APE for visual, audible, atmospheric, and cumulative effects in this document. 

If you have questions regarding the architectural contents of this correspondence, please contact 
Sara Fogelquist, Architectural Historian, at 775-684-3427 or sfogelguist@shpo.nv.gov. 

Sincerely, 

6~~' 

Karyn de r 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

cc: C. Cliff Creger, NDOT 

mailto:sfogelguist@shpo.nv.gov


From: Abdelmoez.Abdalla@dot.gov [mailto:Abdelmoez.Abdalla@dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 3:31 PM 
To: SFogelquist@shpo.nv.gov 
Cc: rlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov; EDickey@dot.state.nv.us; Clarke, Jim O.; Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
Subject: FW: Pyramid-395 Draft E-mail to SHPO 
 
Sara: 
 
Thank you for meeting with Ed Stoner (WCRM) , Bryan Gant (Jacobs), Suzan Slaughter (NDOT), and 
Elizabeth Dickey (NDOT) for the site visit of the Old Pyramid Highway segments on November 17, 
2012.  Thank you also for your comments today of updating the site visit minutes that liz has written and 
updated 
 
The purpose of the visit was to  provide SHPO with first‐hand information on the integrity and condition 
of Segments A and B of the Old Pyramid Hwy (SHPO resource ID # S821) that are within the Area of 
Potential Effects for the Pyramid‐US 395 Connector Project in Sparks, Washoe County (SHPO 
Undertaking # 2010‐0884) and to look at a nearby undocumented segment of the Old Pyramid Hwy 
which is in Wedekind Park. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has not changed its determination that Segment A and B of 
the Old Pyramid Highway are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under any 
criteria because of poor integrity of design, materials, feeling, association, workmanship, and setting.  
 
FHWA requested concurrence on a determination of eligibility for Segments A and B of the Old Pyramid 
Highway in letters to SHPO dated February 28, 2012 and August 3, 2012. At that time, SHPO was unable 
to concur on the determination and considered Segments A and B as “unevaluated.” In SHPO’s letter 
dated August 31, 2012, SHPO asked if there were “other examples of the Old Pyramid Highway that 
retain better integrity and that are being preserved.” The answer is yes, the segment of the Old Pyramid 
Highway to the south of Segments A and B retains better integrity of setting, association, and feeling 
and is protected from development by being within Wedekind Park, which is a dedicated open space 
owned by the City of Sparks.   
 
With the additional information provided by the site visit, FHWA requests SHPO concurrence on the 
determination that Segments A and B of the Old Pyramid Hwy are not eligible for listing on the NRHP.  
 
Thank you for your assistance in moving this project forward‐ 
 
Del 
 
 
Abdelmoez A. Abdalla 
Environmental Program Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration‐Nevada Division 
Office Phone: (775) 687‐1231 
Cell Phone: (775) 291‐7598 
Fax: (775) 687‐3803 
abdelmoez.abdalla@dot.gov 



From: Sara Fogelquist <SFogelquist@shpo.nv.gov> 
Date: December 3, 2012, 4:00:12 PM MST 
To: "Abdalla, Del" <abdelmoez.abdalla@dot.gov> 
Cc: Rebecca Palmer <rlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov>, "EDickey@dot.state.nv.us" <EDickey@dot.state.nv.us>, 
"Clarke, Jim O." <Jim.Clarke@jacobs.com>, "Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com" <Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com> 
Subject: RE: Pyramid‐395 Draft E‐mail to SHPO 

Del, 
  
Thank you for your email.  The site visit was beneficial.  Given the previously submitted 
information combined with knowledge gained from the site visit, here is the challenge and here 
is an approach to move forward.   
  
As background:  
  
The consultant recommended the Old Pyramid Highway (S 821) as eligible under Criterion A.  
FHWA recommended the resource as not eligible due to diminished integrity. 
SHPO recommended based on this difference between the recommendation and the agency’s 
determination, that the resource remain unevaluated based on insufficient justification 
information provided by both parties.  
  
And, the issues identified in previous correspondence regarding Old Pyramid Highway (S 821) 
remain unresolved.   
  
From SHPO correspondence dated 8.31.12 

“The HRIF indicates that the resource retains its original alignment and that ‘Although 
the segments recorded are in overall fair condition, they are the only known recorded 
segments of the old highway and are therefore recommended eligible under Criterion 
A.’   The SHPO questions if there are other examples of the Old Pyramid Highway that 
retain better integrity and that are being preserved.”  
  

[Note that for another resource to have better integrity that resource needs to 
have been recorded.]  
  
“The architectural inventory indicates that a form of mitigation for S 821 would be the 
completion of a document to ‘place the impacted segments within the greater context of 
the highway and the development of the local transportation system’ (page 73).  The 
SHPO questions why this would be completed for mitigation and not completed as part 
of a context to support an eligibility recommendation for the resource.” 

  
From meeting minutes dated the 10.4.12 

“Sara felt she did not have enough information on the character defining traits under all 
of the Secretary’s criteria for the original Pyramid HWY to make an informed decision.”   
AND 
“Rebecca offered that the eligibility could be resolved after the preferred alignment was 
selected.” 

  



Although the site visit was beneficial, the items above remain unaddressed and therefore prevent our 
concurrence regarding eligibility.   
  
  
The National Register Bulletins provides guidance for evaluating the eligibility of a resource: 
  

‘For a property to qualify for the National Register it must meet one of the National Register 
Criteria for evaluation by:  Being associated with an important historic context and retaining 
historic integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance.’   

  
What is the context for the Pyramid Highway and what features would need to be present for the 
resource to be eligible?  Without a context as a benchmark any discussion about integrity is premature 
as poor integrity cannot be recognized if good integrity has not been established.     
  
Additionally, without a context it is impossible to evaluate the significance of the segment of the Old 
Pyramid Highway located outside the APE and within the future Wedikind Regional Park.  And, given 
that that segment has not been recorded, it is impossible to discuss the integrity of that segment let 
alone to determine if it has better integrity than the segment within the APE.   
  
The NR Bulletins recognize that ‘The evaluation of integrity is sometimes a subjective judgment, but it 
must always be grounded in an understanding of a property’s physical features and how they relate to 
its significance.’   
  
If Federal Highway Administration requires a concurrence on their determination of eligibility for this 
resource, please submit an adequate context, as we had previously requested, and a complete 
discussion about integrity so that the eligibility of the Old Pyramid Highway is consistent with the 
National Register evaluation process.   
  
At this time, the SHPO questions if it is still possible to expedite this process by following Rebecca 
Palmer’s suggestion of resolving the eligibility issue once the preferred alignment has been selected as 
discussed in the Oct. 4th meeting.    
  
Sara 
  
 







































Attachment C: Transportation Historical Context,  
Sub-Category – Automobile Roads, Construction Period – Nevada State Route 
 
Over this large silver state, automobile roads tie together the far-flung points people use.  These 
ribbons of dirt, asphalt, concrete and steel contribute to the historic fabric of their regions and 
communities.  This document will define the transportation historic context for the sub-category 
“automobile roads for the construction period of State Routes” in this specific instance.  This 
context will use uniform definitions and standard historic road language taken from a national 
perspective and applied here to the state of Nevada (Ingalls 2009, Keane et al 2004, Marriott 
2010, Wallace 2004).  This context will also review national and state periods of road 
construction, general road types and road elements. 
 
Historic road study, conservation and management are a relatively new concept.  The design, 
materials and construction technology is as important to the site’s history as are the structures, 
buildings and landscape surrounding it.  Historic roads have specific needs that require a unique 
perspective. 
 
It is a natural part of the existence of these linear features that both through use and natural 
transformations they will degrade.  Due to weather, use and wear, historic roads require regular 
and intensive maintenance to keep them functioning.  The surface will erode and degrade.  
Surface water, groundwater, and the freeze/thaw cycle will undermine the structure.  
Vegetation will also work to reclaim the road.   
 
However, these resources are rarely preserved for their own intrinsic value, saved and fenced 
off for people to look at.  They are preserved with the goal of continued use.  Transportation 
engineers didn’t consciously design unsafe roads.  But safety values change over time.  If we are 
to continue the use of older roads, increasing their safety values will be mandatory for in-place 
preservation. 
 
The Three Types of Historic Roads: Aesthetic, Engineered and Cultural 
Historic roads, like the roads of today, were authorized, funded and constructed for different 
reasons.  Understanding the reason and intent for the road construction will set the tone to 
determine the best approach for analysis and management, leading towards potential 
preservation.  In general, historic roads can be described by three categories: aesthetic, 
engineered and cultural. 
 

Aesthetic 
“Aesthetic routes represent historic roads designed to provide a very specific, and 

positive, traveler experience.  In general these historic roads were designed for scenic 
enjoyment, leisure, recreation or commemoration.  As such, aesthetic routes will have 

a documented purpose or goal behind their development…” (Marriott 2010: 18). 
 
These are generally not the most direct or fastest routes.   The route chosen will focus the 
traveler’s experience, whether that is a tree-covered mountainside, a lakeshore or a vista.  In an 
urban setting, that focus on detail may be important buildings, civic landscapes, or rows of trees.  
Historic roads that primarily address the aesthetic road type by their concept and intent may be 
impacted by alteration to any key component of the road. 
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Engineered   

“Engineered routes represent historic roads designed for the efficient movement of 
people, goods and services.  They are our most common designed roadways.  While 

they may exhibit some aesthetic qualities or features, their design intent will be rooted 
in efficiency of movement, ease of access, and prudent construction cost” (Marriott 

2010: 19). 
 
The word describing this road type is “pragmatic”.  Of the “road elements” to be discussed, the 
alignment of an engineered road may be important in representing new technology or material 
usage.  Historic roads that primarily address the engineered road type by their concept and 
intent may be impacted by alteration to any key component of the road. 
 

Cultural 
“Cultural routes represent historic roads that evolved through necessity or tradition.  
While it is possible some cultural routes may have a documented goal (‘We need a 

reliable route to deliver the mail’), they will not have the design and construction legacy 
or an aesthetic or engineered route” (Marriott 2010: 20). 

 
These are roads that often evolved from trails to dirt roads to automobile routes.  Cultural 
routes can often exhibit the most historic periods or layers.  The historic periods that the 
modern road covers are also important to understanding the record.  Historic roads that 
primarily address the cultural road type are more organic and undocumented in their origins.  
This makes these roads more difficult to assess for impacts in having to consider the key 
components and potentially buried historic layers present. 
 
Of course, roads are often a combination of all three road types.  In this case, NDOT will choose 
one of the road types to be the primary type that will lead the assessment. 
 
Community planning can be an element in road construction.  In urban environments, the 
typical American town grid is an example of planning.  In Nevada, it’s often seen in modern 
towns as well as mining towns that were laid out. 
 
The period of significance for historic roads is as important as it is for other historic resources.  
“A period of significance associated with a particular historic road will share a common history, 
technology and details…For aesthetic and engineered routes there is most always an initial 
period of significance associated with the years of design, construction and initial use. Cultural 
routes are more likely to have multiple periods of significance as changes in transportation or 
use affected the evolution of the historic road (Marriott 2010: 23).”  Questions to establish the 
dates of significance should focus on the intersection of concept and intent with periods of 
significant road construction. 
 
National Periods of Road Construction 
As we travel towards considering the details of our specific road, the Pyramid Highway, next 
let’s consider national periods of significance that will help to understand the period of 
significance.  The following periods are pulled from Paul Marriott’s work (2010).  While Marriott 
proposes many periods that are specific for certain areas, this context only included those that 
cover Nevada.  So, there won’t be a period of consideration for British colonial road building. 
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Colonial Roads, 1560-1776 

Though colonial roads are not a common resource in Nevada, the potential does exists for 
colonial Spanish roads in Nevada.  The Leyes de Indias (codified in 1680) set the general 
organization of the Spanish colonial transportation network.  This law covered travel, 
communication and town planning.  It set in motion the Caminos Reals (Royal Roads) for the 
Spanish colonies.  These roads were to link the distant settlements with the New Spain capital of 
Mexico City.  Mexico City was linked to Sante Fe by Friar Rodriguez in 1581.  The royal roads 
would  eventually cover about 600 miles, connecting Mexico City to 21 missions, two pueblos 
and four presidios, ending in the mission of San Francisco de Solano in Sonoma County. 
 

Good Roads Movement, 1890-1926 
Starting in the 1890’s, the League of American Wheelmen, an organization of bicyclists, 
advocated for a network of national hard surface roads that would be suitable for bicycling.  
Combined with the farmer’s need for access to markets and rural mail delivery, this became the 
Good Roads Movement.  Invention of the pneumatic tire in 1885 started the League of 
American Wheelmen along this path.  The significant input in this movement was from 
recreation and leisure users who demanded these improvements to explore the countryside and 
wilderness.  In reaction, some states, such as New Jersey, responded by creating “highway 
departments”.   
 
Congress felt pushed by the call for better roads and appropriated $10,000 to conduct a road 
inquiry in 1893.  This developed into the Secretary of Agriculture to establish an Office of Roads 
Inquiry.  This office responded by publishing technology bulletins on road building and also 
began preparing state and national road maps.  In 1897, the office began constructing “object 
lesson roads” that started as 660 feet of macadamized roads to show the value of good 
improved roads.  In 1905, Congress gave the office official funding and the name changed to the 
Office of Public Roads, which changed in 1915 to the Office of Public Roads and Rural 
Engineering.  
 
In 1916, the first bill to establish the federally aided highway program was signed by Woodrow 
Wilson.  The catch for each state was that a state highway department had to be established to 
receive federal funding.  In Nevada, the Nevada Highway Department was established in 1917, 
ensuring that the state would receive about $1 million in federal funding.  In 1918, the Office of 
Public Roads and Rural Engineering became the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) that would remain 
within the Department of Agriculture until 1939.  In 1939, the BPR would shift to the New Deal 
Federal Works Agency and was renamed the Public Roads Administration (PRA). 
 

Named Transcontinental Highways, 1912-1926 
The Good Roads Movement and the period called Named Transcontinental Highways overlap.  
Transcontinental highways fit into the Goods Road Movement in a larger sense that they were 
part of the Good Roads Movement and the outcome the promoters and financiers had pushed 
for.  Named Transcontinental Highways are called out here to distinguish roads that specifically 
fit into this category and not conflate them with other roads that came from the Good Roads 
Movement.   
 
In April 1912, the National Old Trails Road Association formed to promote all-weather paved 
roads with no tolls from Washington D.C. and New York to Los Angeles.  This is similar to Carl G. 
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Fisher’s promotion in 1912 for a route from New York to San Francisco. Fisher’s route was 
named the Lincoln Highway by financial and political backer Henry B. Joy, President of Packard 
Motor Car Company.  After the Lincoln Highway, numerous road associations sprang up. 
 
In 1914, the Association of State Highway Officials (AASHO) was formed. Today this group is 
known as the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials, or AASHTO.  
AASHO was formed to promote legislation for good roads and develop, coordinate, and manage 
roadways and vehicle use. 
 

The US Highway System, 1926-1956 
AASHO requested the U.S. Secretary of Transportation to appoint a Joint Board on Interstate 
Highway.  In 1925, this board undertook “immediately the selection and designation of a 
comprehensive system of through interstate routes, and to devise a comprehensive and uniform 
scheme for designation of such routes in such manner as to give them a conspicuous place 
among the highways of the country as roads of interstate and national significance” (Marriott 
2010: 42).  From this directive, the U.S. highway system was adopted in 1926.  Roads were 
named numerically with east-west routes being even, and north-south routes being odd.  Lower 
numbers would start on the east coast and the higher numbers would be on the west coast.  
Route numbers that ended in “1” were reserved for long distant north-south routes while “0” 
was reserved for long distant east-west routes. 
 
 

Scenic Roads and Automobile Parkways, 1907-1960 
Another result from the Good Roads Movement was promotion of recreation and leisure routes.  
The automobile, more so than the bicycle, became a mode of transportation for the growing 
middle class and the middle class used this vehicle as independent transportation.  In part they 
chose their own itineraries and scenic destinations; they needed all-weather good paved roads 
to do this.  Tourism increased from this all-weather road blossoming; day trips, drives and 
touring excursions were promoted to the “motoring” class.  Beginning in 1893 with the World’s 
Columbian Exposition’s call to “See America First” campaign, American’s took to the road to see 
the newly formed “national parks”, recreational spaces and cultural attractions. 
 

Modern Highway Network, 1940-1970 
After the polish wore off the need for new all-weather paved roads, more efficient roads to get 
places were necessary as people began to rely on their vehicles.  Automobile technology 
improved, allowing for faster movement.  This faster movement forced road engineers to 
design, safer, higher speed roads.  Marriott (2010:46) describes them thusly: 

“ Wide concrete ribbons raced across the…landscape as geographic barriers to our 
forefathers bowed.  Rivers were crossed, mountains tunneled and hillside lowered.  
Even the pesky tollgates of the past were removed to exit ramps so as not to impede the 
modern traveler on his high speed mission.  Significant too was the abandonment of 
landscape and parkway considerations that so strongly shaped and defined many of our 
first modern roads.” 

 
The design of the first high speed highway was the Pennsylvania Turnpike.  It was designed for 
12-foot concrete lanes, a 10-foot median and 10-foot berms at the highway’s edge.  The right-
of-way for it was 200 feet wide.  The road was super-elevated to maintain highway speeds and 
the minimum required line of sight distance was 600 feet.   
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From 1956 to 1970 was the promotion of the Interstate System.  Signed into law by Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, the Federal Aid Highway Act established a national system of military and interstate 
highways.   
 
State Specific Road Periods 

Nevada State Routes, 1917-1946 
State specific periods of significance are outside of the National periods of significance.  In 
Nevada, State Routes are a classification of roads outside of roads classified as Interstate or U.S. 
Routes.  As such, State Route construction on a state level would have begun only as early as the 
start of the Nevada Highway Department in 1917; the Nevada Highway Department being the 
first state level organization to construct roads.  The construction period for state routes will be 
set in this context as starting at 1917 and ending at the end of World War II in 1946, this mirrors 
the use of the concrete “N” right-of-way marker.  The hypothesis for the State Route period of 
significance as mirroring the concrete “N” right-of-way marker brackets the period between the 
start of the Nevada Highway Department and the beginning of the advent of Modern National 
Highway System.   
 
Road Elements 
Before assessing the roads for their significance, it is helpful to set the characteristics of roads.  
Roads can be described in three parts, their length, their materials, and their construction.  A 
“road” is comprised of the travelway, the roadside, and the setting. As with integrity, the 
characteristics of the road parts in their total may not be applicable.  Certain roads may only 
have certain characteristics.  The characteristics as defined by Marriott (2010) will be used to 
continue the national significance perspective.  Redefinition for purposes of applicability to 
Nevada will proceed at a later date. 
 

The Road 
The parts of the road itself comprise the physical construction that was used for the movement 
of people and goods.  The road has nine characteristics (Marriott 2010: 11-12): 
 

travelway  
The travelway refers to the area of the road dedicated to the movement of vehicles. 
This may also be referred to as a “carriage way” or “travel lane”.  
 
pavement  
Pavement is the durable or semi-durable surface of the travelway. Pavement may be 
dirt, gravel, wood (planks, wood block, or corduroy—logs lain side-by- side), stone 
(cobblestone or granite Belgian-block), brick, macadam, concrete or asphalt.  
 
alignment  
Alignment refers to the horizontal or vertical movement of the road. More specifically, 
horizontal alignment refers to a road’s movement to the left or right - - its curves -- and 
vertical alignment refers to a road’s movement up and down -- its hills. Horizontal and 
vertical alignment may, of course, overlap—a winding road up a mountain slope, for 
example, has aspects of both horizontal (curves) and vertical (mountain slope) 
alignment.  
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subsurface  
Subsurface refers to the stabilized base beneath the pavement. The subsurface provides 
both a stable base to support the pavement and a finished surface on which to lay or 
adhere the pavement. It is the subsurface that comes in contact with the ground. For 
some cultural routes, the subsurface may be the pavement of an earlier era, thus 
making the subsurface an archaeological resource.  
 
crown  
The crown of a road is the rise or upward arc toward the center of the travelway that 
provides for drainage. The crown directs water away to a gutter, shoulder or swale.  
 
curb  
A curb is a raised face at the edge of the travelway or gutter. Generally 6-12” in height, a 
curb provides a physical barrier between the travelway and the adjacent sidewalk or 
landscape. Curbs may be granite, concrete, asphalt, stone, brick or wood.  
 
gutter  
A gutter is a channel at the edge of the travelway designed to collect and direct surface 
or rainwater away from the road. Gutters are generally concrete or brick.  

 
shoulder  
A shoulder is a stabilized surface that runs parallel to and is flush with the travelway. In 
general a shoulder is utilized for higher speed roads without a curb and gutter. It varies 
in width and may or may not be constructed of the same material as the travelway. 
Shoulders are generally viewed as a safety feature— providing a disabled vehicle a safe 
and easy place to pull over.  
 
structures  
The road may be associated with essential structures that are integral to its design and 
function. These may include bridges, culverts, tunnels, tollbooths and retaining walls.  
 
The Roadside 

The parts of the roadside comprise the area from edge of the shoulder to the area immediately 
adjacent to the road.  These elements enhance features of the road itself, such as, safety or 
easements.  In Nevada, this area generally is from edge of shoulder to the right-of-way fence.  
The fourteen characteristics are (Marriott 2010: 13-14): 
 

right-of-way  
The right-of-way includes the road and the adjacent lands parallel to the road under 
ownership or easement by the transportation department (or other agency or road 
owner) and includes the road. In many instances the right-of-way also includes road 
related features (drainage or signage) or general public services (utilities). The right-of-
way may exactly equal the width of the road, or may include an area of sidewalks, street 
trees or bike paths; or land reserved for future highway construction. Some parkways 
and scenic roads have extensive right-of-ways (in cases extending significant distances 
from the roadway) for the conservation of natural areas or the provision of a buffer 
from adjacent development. Historic roadside features may be located within or outside 
the right-of-way.  




